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CASES 


ADJUDGED  IN 


THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY 


OF 


THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 


OOTOBER  TERM,  1880. 


Theodore  Runyon,  Esq.,  Chancellor. 


Abraham  V.  Van  Fleet,  Esq.,  Vice-Chancbllor. 


Eugene  S.  Doughty 

V. 

The  Board  op  Commissioners  op  Somervillb. 

Complainant  moved  back  a  fence  along  a  public  street,  and  threw  out  a  strip 
of  land  six  feet  in  width,  thereby  rendering  the  street  more  dangerous  for 
travel,  by  throwing  a  ditch  running  along  the  fence  netirer  the  centre  of  the 
street.  Thereupon  the  street  commiKsioners  began  to  cut  away  part  of  the 
strip  of  land,  in  order  to  alter  the  ditch  and  render  ttie  passage  of  the  street 
safer. — Ueldj  that  complainant  could  not  enjoin  the  acts  of  the  commissioners 
in  that  matter,  because — 

(1)  If  he  had  dedicated  the  strip  of  land,  the  commissioners  had  authority 
(under  the  act  for  "  the  improvement  of  Somerville  **)  to  improve  it;  and 

(2)  If  he  had  not  dedicated  it,  such  injury  was  not  irreparable,  and  lie 
could  obtain  adequate  redress  at  law. — Held,  also,  that  since  such  commission- 
ers  had  power  to  remove  encroachments  on  highways  only  by  resolution  or 
ordinaiioe,  their  threatened  removal  of  complainant's  fence  so  aif  to  add  to 
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such  highway  an  additional  strip  of  land  from  five  to  nine  feet  wide  because 
of  an  alleged  encroachment  to  that  extent,  without  any  official  direction  by 
resolution  or  ordinance,  and  without  first  ascertaining  whether  there  was  an 
actual  encroachment,  the  complainant  and  his  gnintorH  having  been  in  quiet 
ixjese&iion  of  the  premises  for  thirty  years,  might  be  enjoined. 


Bill  for  injunction.  On  bill  and  answer.  Motion  for  pre- 
liminary injunction. 

Mr,  A,  A,  Clark f  for  complainant. 

Mr.  J.  J,  Bergen,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainnnt  pniys  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defend- 
ants from  tearing  up  a  ditch  and  drain  in  a  street  known  as 
Raritan  road,  along  the  front  of  his  property  in  Somerville,  and 
from  in  any  way  intermc<Idling  with  the  ditch  or  drain,  ami 
from  removing  the  fence  in  front  of  his  premises.  The  com- 
plainant's property  is  a  very  vahialde  one,  handsomely  improved 
for  private  residence,  and  has  a  front  of  about  eight  hundred 
feet  on  the  roa<l.  Within  a  year  past  beremoveil  his  road  fence 
al)Out  six  feet  back.  Before  its  removal  the  fence  sttKxl  on  the 
edge  of  a  ditch,  which  was  at  the  side  of  and  in  the  road.  The 
removal  of  the  fence  appears  to  have  made  the  ditch  dangerous 
to  public  travel,  and  the  defendants  set  about  altering  and  im- 
proving it,  and  in  so  doing  proposed  to  cut  away  pari  of  the  six 
feet  thrown  out  by  the  complainant,  so  that  the  side  of  the  ditch 
next  to  his  pro|>erty  will  be  from  two  to  three  feet  nearer  to  that 
pn>|)erty  than  it  was  l)efore.  They  also  propose  and  intend  to 
remove  the  complainant's  fence  on  the  road  from  five  to  nine 
feet  back  along  the  whol^  line.  They  claim  that  he  and  those 
under  whom  he  derives  his  title,  have  unlawfully  encroached  to 
that  extent  upon  the  road.  If  they  carry  this  design  into  effect, 
they  will  render  it  necessary  for  him  to  remove  those  of  his  orna* 
mental  trees  which  stand  on  the  strip  that  they  propose  so  to 
reclaim  for  public  use.     When  the  bill  was  filed  the  defendants 
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had  already  done  part  of  tlieir  intended  work  upon  the  ditcli. 
It  would  appear,  by  the  statements  of  the  bill,  that  the  complain- 
ant gave  the  six  feet  thrown  out  as  before  mentioned  to  the 
public.  The  defendants  are  empowered  by  the  statute  from 
wliich  they  derive  their  authority  (P.  i.  of  1863  p,  J^79)  to 
cause  to  be  constructed,  enlarged,  repaired  and  extended,  any  cul- 
verts, sewers,  drains  or  ditches  in  or  along  any  of  the  public 
.streets  or  roads  within  the  limits  of  the  town.  If  the  complain- 
ant has  dedicated  the  six  feet  to  the  use  of  the  public  as  part  of 
tlie  street  (he  says  he  is  willing  that  it  should  be  used  as  a  side- 
walk), the  defendants  have  a  right  to  alter  the  ditch  as  they 
pro|)ose.  But  if  not,  and  the  strip  thrown  out  is  the  complain- 
ant's private  property,  the  injury  complained  of  in  this  con- 
Ui'ction  is  not  irreparable,  and  he  can  obtain  adequate  redress  at 
law,  and,  under  the  circumstances,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  inter- 
vention of  this  court  by  injunction.  Cro%%  v.  Morriaiown,  3  C. 
E.  Gr.  305. 

But  as  to  the  proposed  removal  of  the  fence  the  case  is  differ- 
ent. The  defendants  are  empowered  by  the  statute  before  re- 
ferred to,  by  resolution  or  ordinance,  to  prevent  and  cause  to  l)e 
removed  all  obstructions  in  the  streets  or  roads  of  the  town  ;  but 
tJiey  do  not  claim  to  have  passed  any  resolution  or  ordinance  on 
the  subject  of  the  allege<l  encroachment.  They  admit  that  they 
intend  to  remove  the  fence  so  as  to  retmin  for  the  road  from  the 
land  within  it  claimed  by  the  complainant  to  be  his  private 
property,  and  which  it  would  appear  has  been  claimed  by  him 
and  those  under  whom  he  derives  his  title,  as  their  private  prop- 
erty for  at  least  thirty  years,  a  strip  of  from  five  to  nine  feet  in 
width  along  his  entire  front.  They  say  in  their  answer  that 
they  are  willing  that  the  true  location  of  the  street  should  be 
ascertained  by  surveys  and  measurements  to  be  made  by  a  c»)m- 
|)etent  civil  engineer,  to  be  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  or  to  be 
appointed  by  this  court.  It  does  not  appear  that  they  have 
tiiken  any  steps  to  ascertain  whether  the  alleged  encroachment  in 
fact  exists.  Indeed,  it  seems  not  improbable  that  they  are  in 
error  as  regards  the  history  and  origin  of  the  road  in  front  of  the 
oomplainaDt's   proper^.    The  complainant,  under  the  circum- 
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stanoes,  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  this  court  by  its  injunction  to  pro- 
tect him  against  the  threatenecl  removal  of  his  fence.  Ofoss  v. 
Mortistorvn^  nbi  supra ;  Varick  v.  New  York,  ^  Johns,  Ch,  GS. 
There  will  be  an  injunction  accordingly. 


Joseph  K.  Wells 
Marie  Louise  Wells. 

1.  The  act  of  1880  (P.L.cf  18S0  p.  52\  "  that  in  all  civil  actions,  in  any  court 
of  law  or  equity  of  this  state,  any  jiatty  thereto  may  be  sworn  and  examine<l  as 
a  witness,  notwithstanding  any  party  thereto  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  a  repre- 
sentative capacity  ;  provided,  nevertheleaSy  that  this  suppleiiiciit  shall  not  extend 
so  as  to  permit  ttvtimony  to  be  given  as  to  any  transaction  with,  or  staiement 
by  any  testator  or  intestate  represented  in  said  action,"  does  not,  by  virtue  of 
its  provision  that  any  party  to  any  action  may  be  sworn,  remove  the  prior  »t:itn- 
tory  disqualification  of  a  husband  or  wife,  in  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  adultery,  to  testify  to  anything  except  the  fact  of  marriage. 

2.  In  a  suit  by  a  husband  for  divorce  from  his  wife  on  the  ground  of 
adultery,  a  non-resident  detective  had  been  employed  by  the  husband,  :ind  ex- 
amined bv  him  in  reference  to  one  matter  onlv,  and  cross-examined  bv  the 
wife*8  counsel,  after  which  he  left  the  stite. — /fe/rf,  that  the  court  would  not 
order  the  husband  to  produce  him  again  for  examination  by  the  wife  as  to  oilur 
matters;  nor  would  the  husband  be  ordered  to  pn»duoe  the  correspondence 
between  himself  and  such  detective  during  the  latter's  employment  by  tiie 
husband,  such  letters  being  in  the  hands  of  the  detective  and  not  at  all  under 
the  husband's  control. 


Bill  for  divorce  a  vinculo, 

Mr,  I,  W.  Scudder,  for  complainant 

Mr,  J.  D,  Bedk,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancelix)r. 

In  the  course  of  the  examination  of  witnesHes  in  this  onu^,  two- 
questions  have  arisen :  One  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  defend- 
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tint  (the  suit  is  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery)  as  a 
witness,  to  disprove  the  crime  charged  upon  her ;  and  the  other 
as  to  whether  the  court  will  require  the  complainant  to  bring 
again  upon  the  witness-stand,  for  examination  by  the  defendant 
in  her  defence,  James  Irving,  a  detective  officer,  who  has  been 
examined  as  a  witness  by  the  complainant,  and,  having  been 
cross-examined  and  having  signed  his  testimony,  has  left  the 
state ;  and  to  produce  certain  documents  which,  it  appears  from 
Irving's  testimony,  he  has  in  his  possession  or  under  his  control, 
being  letters  from  the  complainant  to  him,  and  copies  of  his 
answers  thereto.  By  the  third  section  of  the  act  concerning 
evidence  {Reo.  p.  S78)y  it  is  provided  that  parties  may  be  wit- 
nesses in  their  own  behalf,  except  when  the  opposite  party  is 
prohibited  by  any  legal  disability  from  being  sworn  as  a  witness, 
or  either  of  the  parties  sues  or  is  sued  in  a  representative  capacity, 
except  as  subsequently  provided  by  the  act.  By  the  fifth  section, 
the  husband  or  wife  of  a  party  or  other  person  interested  in  a 
suit  is  made  a  competent  witness  for  such  party  or  person,  and  it 
is  provided  that  he  or  she  may  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  for 
such  party  or  person,  but  that  nothing  contained  in  the  section 
shall  render  any  husband  or  wife  competent  or  compellable  to 
give  evidence  for  or  against  the  other  in  any  criminal  action  or 
proceeding,  or- in  any  action  or  proceeding  for  divorce  on  ac- 
count of  adultery,  except  to  prove  the  fact  of  marriage,  or  in  any 
action  for  criminal  conversation,  or  compellable  to  disclose  any 
cuifidential  communications  made  by  the  one  to  the  other  during 
the  marriage.  In  Marsh  v.  Marsh,  2  Stew.  Eq.  296,  it  was  held 
by  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals,  construing  the  act,  that  in  a 
suit  for  divorce  for  adultery,  neither  husband  nor  wife  is  a  com- 
petent witness  to  prove  or  disprove  the  charge.  But  it  is  insisted 
that  by  the  .su]rplement  to  the  act  (P.  L,  of  1880  p,  52),  that  dis- 
ability Is  wholly  removed.  The  supplement  provides  that  in  all 
civil  actions,  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  any  party  thereto 
may  be  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness,  notwithstanding  any 
party  thenjto  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  a  representative  capacity ; 
provided,  however,  that  it  shall  not  extend  so  as  to  permit  testi- 
cnoDv  to  be  given  as  to  any  transaction  with  or  statement  by  any 
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testator  or  intestate  represented  in  sueli  action.  Neither  directly 
nor  by  implication  docs  this  supplement  remove  the  disability 
imposed  by  the  fifth  section  of  the  act.  It  obviously  was  intended 
merely  to  remove  the  disability  s})ecified  in  the  proviso  of  tin* 
thiixl  section  of  the  act.  As  the  act  slixxl  when  the  supplement 
was  passed,  a  party  might  be  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness 
in  his  own  behalf,  provided  the  other  parly  was  not  under  any 
legal  disability  iVom  being  a  witness,  or  was  not  suing  or  l>eing 
sued  in  a  representative  capacity,  and  a  wife  or  husband  of  a 
party  was  competent  and  might  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  in 
a  suit,  except  that  no  husband  or  wife  should  be  competent  or  com- 
))ellabie  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  the  other  in  any  criminal 
action  or  proceeding,  or  in  any  action  or  pnxjeeding  for  divorce  on 
account  of  adultery,  except  to  prove  the  fact  of  marriage,  or  in  any 
action  for  criminal  conversation,  and  should  not  be  com|>ellabie 
to  disclose  confidential  CiMumunications  made  by  the  one  to  the 
other  during  the  marriage.  The  supplement,  while  it  partially 
removes  the  disability  of  parties  which  was  oc(*asioned  by  the 
fact  that  the  adversary  sueil  or  was  sued  in  a  representative  char- 
acter, goes  no  further,  and  does  not  remove  or  atfect  the  disability 
and  privileges  declared  by  the  proviso  of  the  fifth  section.  By 
its  terms  it  is  manifestly  conHncd  in  its  o})eratioii  to  the  partial 
repeal  of  the  disqualifying  exception  just  referred  to  in  the  third 
section.  The  defendant  is  not  a  competent  witness  in  the  cause 
to  disprove  the  charge  of  adultery. 

She  insists  that  the  court  should  require  the  complainant  to  pro- 
duce the  witness  Irving,  who  resides  out  of  this  state,  for  examina- 
tion by  her  in  her  behalf,  and  to  produce,  also,  the  letters  received 
by  Irving  from  the  complainant,  and  the  copies  of  those  written 
and  sent  by  him  to  the  complainant  during  the  period  of  his  em- 
ploytnent  by  the  latter  as  a  detective,  in  reference  to  the  matter  in 
contn)versy  in  this  suit.  The  complainant  examined  Irving 
about  a  certain  ring  alone,  and  it  is  not  claimed  tliat  the  letters 
are  to  be  used  to  contradict  his  testimony  in  reference  to  that 
matter,  but  they  are  to  be  used  to  show  condonation  by  the  com*- 
plainant  of  the  defendant's  adultery,  if  indeed  she  was  guilty  of 
that  offence.     That  is  to  say,  the  defendant  asks  that  the  court 
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shall  not  only  require  the  complainant  to  produce  tiie  ^vitne8s,  to 
be  examined  by  her  in  her  belialf,  but  shall  require  him  to  see  to 
it  tiiat  the  witness  produces  at  the  same  time,  for  in9|>ection  by 
her,  the  lettei^s  which  the  complainant  sent  to  the  witness,  and 
tlie  copies  of  the  letters  sent  by  the  witness  to  the  complainant. 
It  is  not  claimed  that  these  letters  and  copies  are  in  the  hands  of  the 
complainant  or  under  his  control.  It  is  proved  that  they  are  in  the 
hands  or  under  the  control  of  the  witness.  I  can  see  no  principle 
om  which  this  application  can  be  granted  in  either  of  its  branches. 
The  complainant  is  not  bound  to  keep  his  witness  in  court  until 
the  defendant  may  have  determined  whether  she  will  examine 
him  in  her  own  behalf  or  not.  If  a  witness  residing  out  of  the 
state  is  here  to  testify  for  one  party,  and  the  other  desires  to  take 
his  testimony  in  his  behalf  while  he  is  here,  the  statute  [)oints  out 
a  way  to  obtain  it;  and,  apart  irom  the  statute,  the  court  would, 
on  application,  efffctively  aid  the  |>arty  in  obtaining  the  testimony. 
When  a  party  has  kept  his  witness  in  court  until  the  cross-ex- 
amination is  ended,  he  may  then  suffer  him  to  depart ;  he  is  not 
bound  to  detain  him  longer.  Nor  can  he  be  required  to  see  to  it 
that  the  witness  produces,  at  the  .demand  of  the  other  party, 
documents  for  use  by  the  latter  as  part  of  his  proof,  unless  they 
become  so  upon  legitimate  cross-examination  of  the  witness.  The 
application  is  denied. 


Kate  C.  Bourquin 
Gordon  M.  Bourquin. 

Proof  that  a  husband  and  wife  have  lived  8e|>arate,  and  that  the  husband 
Dot  supported  his  wife,  does  not  establish  willful,  continued  and  obstinate 
ton,  so  as  to  authorize  a  divorce. 


Bill  for  divoroe. 


8  CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  [33  Eq. 

Bourquin  r.  Bourquin. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  comes  before  the  court  ex  parte.  The  bill  alleges 
that  the  defendant  willfully  deserted  the  complainant  in  July, 
1875,  and  that  such  desertion  has  been  obstinately  continued 
ever  since.  The  complainant  swears  that  she  and  her  husband 
boarded  tojrelher  at  55  Sands  street,  in  Brooklyn,  on  the  12th 
of  June,  1875,  and  that  he  then  left  her,  but  that  she  remained 
there  till  the  8th  of  December  following.  She  says  he  left  her 
without  any  support,  but,  in  the  next  sentence,  says  that  he  paid 
her  board  up  to  the  8ih  of  December,  though  he  did  not  live 
with  her  from  the  12tli  of  June.  She  says  she  returned  from 
Brooklyn  to  her  father's  house,  in  Camden,  at  her  husband's 
solicitation,  on  the  8th  of  December ;  that  he  said  that  if  she 
returned  to  Brooklyn,  he  would  pay  her  board  and  all  her  ex- 
penses ;  that  she  returned  to  Brooklyn,  and  went  to  boanl  at 
193  Prince  street;  that  he  came  to  see  the  lady  of  the  house,  a 
few  days  after  she  got  tliere,  about  making  arrangements  to  pay 
her  board  ;  that  lie  never  came  to  live  with  her  there,  and  did 
not  pay  her  board.  Again,  she  says  that  in  July,  1876,  he 
ceased  to  sui>port  her;  that  she  again  left  Brooklyn,  on  the  8th 
of  September,  1876,  and  returned  to  Camden,  and  that  she  has 
received  no  support  from  him  since  the  12th  of  July,  1876.  She 
further  says  that  she  has  not  seen  him  since  September,  1876, 
and  yet,  in  a  former  part  of  her  testimony,  she  seems  to  testify 
that  she  has  seen  him  twice  in  the  street  in  Brooklyn.  In  this 
connection,  it  may  be  remarked  that  her  sister  says  that  the  com- 
plainant has  8uppoi*ted  herself  since  she  returned  home  in  Sep- 
tember, 1876,  and  adds  that  she  has  seen  the  complainant  and 
defendant  together,  presumably  since  that  date.  Albert  Hughes 
testifies  that  the  defendant  left  the  complainant  in  the  early  part 
of  June,  1875,  and  adds  that  he  does  not  know  that  they  lived 
together  after  that.  He  subsequently,  indeed,  says  positively 
that  he  knows  that  tiie  defendant  has  never  returned  to  the  com- 
plainant, and  does  not  now  live  witii  her;  but  how  he  has 
obtained  his  knowledge  on  the  subject  does  not  appear.  In  all 
this  testimony  there  is  no  proof  of  desertion.  The  proof*  is  that 
the  parties  have  lived  separate,  and  that  the  defendant  has  not 
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8iip|K)rte(l  Ills  wife  since  September,  1876.  That  is  not  enough. 
To  entitle  the  complainant  to  a  divorce  on  tlie  gronnd  of  deser- 
tion^  it  must  appear  that  the  dt^fendant  had  willfully,  continu- 
ously and  obstinately  deserted  his  wife  for  three  years  before  this 
suit  was  begun. 

The  bill  will  be  dismissed. 


Mary  G.  Wood 

r. 

George  R.  Chetwood. 

An  account  of  an  executrix  and  her  husband,  guarrlian  of  the  share  of  the 
d^n^htiT  of  I  he  fiirmer,  was  settled  hy  the  daughter  (the  ward)  and  her  hiishand 
thirty-four  years  before  the  tiling  of  the  bill,  whicli  was  by  the  daughter,  (whose 
husband  was  dead,)  for  an  acco'int  of  her  share.  The  ground  relied  on  was 
errors  in  the  account  which  was  8ettle<l,  and  the  fact  that  the  daughter  was, 
when  it  wa.s  settled,  a  minor. — Held,  that  the  claim  was  a  stale  one,  and  that, 
nnder  the  circiunstances,  she  was  bound  by  the  settlement,  notwithstanding  her 
minority. 

Bill  for  an  account.   On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

Jlr,  W.  J.  Magie,  for  complainant. 

Mr,  F.  H,  Teese  and  Mr,  C  Parker^  for  defendant. 

The  CHA^XELLOR. 

Dr.  Oliver  H.  S|>encer,  of  (then)  Elizabethtown  (now  the  city 
of  Elizabeth),  in  this  stale,  died  May  19th,  1824,  leaving  a 
widow  and  three  children,  Robert  D.,  Mary  G.  and  Susan  W.  D. 
He  had  pro|>erty  both  in  Lotiisiana  and  in  this  state,  and  he  left 
two  wills— one,  the  earlier,  made  in  New  Orleans,  and  the  other, 
supplementary  and  as  a  codicil  thereto,  at  Elizabethtown.  By 
the  former,  he  gave  all  his  property  in  Louisiana  to  his  children 
in  equal  shares,  with  gift  over  in  case  of  the  de:ith  of  all  of  them 
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without  issue.  By  the  latter,  he  confirmed  the  Louisiana  will^ 
and  directed  that  no  part  of  his  estate  should  be  sold,  excepting 
two  certain  lots  in  Elizabeth  town,  the  sale  of  which  he  author- 
ized, but  that  it  should  remain  as  it  then  was  until  all  his  chil- 
dren should  have  reached  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  He  gave 
his  executors  (who  were  his  wife  and  Peter  Kean  and  Oliver  M. 
Spencer)  power  to  sell  those  lots  and  invest  the  proceeds  in 
stocks,  and  to  sell  such  parts  of  his  furniture  or  stock  as  they 
might  think  would  not  be  wanted,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  of 
the  sales  in  stocks;  and  he  declared  that  it  was  his  will  that,  in 
case  of  the  remarriage  or  death  of  his  wife,  all  his  plate  and 
household  furniture  of  every  kind  should  be  sold,  as  well  as  all 
his  slaves,  horses,  carriages,  farming  utensils  and  stock  of  every 
description,  and  that  the  proceeds  should  be  invested  in  stocks. 
He  constituted  his  wife  guardian  of  the  persons  and  estates  of 
his  children,  during  their  minority,  and  provided  that,  in  case  of 
her  death  or  remarriage,  Peter  Kean  should  take  her  place. 
After  certain  restrictions  upon  his  wife  as  to  endorsing,  &c.,  in 
and  while  managing  his  estiite,  and  making  provision  for  the 
custody  of  the  valuable  papers  of  the  estate,  &c.,  he  gave  direc- 
tion as  to  the  education  of  his  son,  and  ordered  that  he  receive, 
on  arriving  at  his  majority,  $1,000  out  of  his  j)ersonal  estate 
and  one  thousand  acres  of  choice  land  in  Ohio,  more  than  his 
other  children.  He  then  gave  to  his  wife,  "  for  her  support,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  and  educating"  his  "children 
during  their  respective  minorities,  the  use  of  the  whole  of  his 
estate,  both  real  and  |>ersonal,"  and  gave  the  residue  to  his  chil- 
dren, to  be  equally  divided  among  them  as  they  should  arrive 
at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  in  case  of  marriage,  at  eight- 
een ;  and  provided  that,  after  such  division,  his  wife  should 
have  one-third  of  the  use  of  his  real  estate,  and  the  sum  of  $600, 
to  be  paid  to  her  annually,  in  lieu  of  dower  and  all  other  de- 
mands. 

The  New  Jersey  will  was  proved  by  the  widow  and  Peter 
Kean.  The  other  executor  never,  so  far  as  appeare,  acted  as 
such.  In  1828,  Peter  Kean  died.  He  never  accounted  for  his 
administration  of  the  estate.     The  widow  married  the  defend- 
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ant,  Dr.  Chetwood,  July  29tl»,  1828.  Robert  D,  Sf>encer  die<l 
in  1855,  leaving  children.  He  received  his  share  of  the  estate 
in  1835.  The  complainant  attained  her  majority  April  2d, 
1838,  and  her  sister  Susan  in  February,  1840.  The  complain- 
ant was  married  to  William  N.  Wood,  February  22d,  1837.  He 
died  in  1865.  Susan  was  twice  married.  Her  first  husband 
was  Captain  George  H.  Pegram,  and  her  last  Gilbert  R.  Flem- 
ing. He  died  after  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  Mrs. 
Clietwo(Hl  is  now  dead  also.  In  1831,  Dr.  Chetwood  was  duly 
appointed  guardian  of  the  complainant  and  her  brother  and 
sistor.  An  inventory  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  was  filed  in 
1825,  by  Mrs.  Chetwood  (then  Mrs.  Spencer)  and  Peter  Kean. 
No  account  was  ever  filed  ;  but  in  1837,  a  few  mouths  before  the 
complainant  attained  her  majority,  and  after  her  marriage  to  Mr. 
Wotxl,  an  account  of  the  amount  due  her  from  the  executors 
was  given  to  him,  at  his  request,  and  a  settlenieist  was  then 
thereupon  made  by  him  with  Dr.  Chetwood  and  his  wife,  the 
executrix,  of  the  complainant's  share  of  the  estate,  and  a  receipt, 
under  date  of  August  31st,  1837  (the  complainant  came  of  age 
the  2d  of  the  following  April),  written  beneath  the  aa^ount,  and 
signeil  by  Mr.  Wood  and  the  complainant,  was  given,  by  which 
they  acknowledges!  that  they  had  received  from  Mrs.  Chetwood, 
executrix  of  Dr.  Spencer,  and  Dr.  Chetwood,  guardian  of  the 
complainant,  $12,957.90,  by  a  transfer  of  stocks,  assignment  of 
bonds  and  mortgages,  and  a  note  and  draft,  on  account  of  the 
complainant's  share  of  the  personal  e«*tate  of  her  father,  and  that 
the  balance  due,  stated  in  the  receipt  to  be  $3,772.14,  was  to  be 
paid  by  Dr.  Chet wood's  giving  his  b«ind  (to  be  secured  by  mort- 
gage) therefor,  payable  in  one  year,  with  interest  from  that  date. 
That  balance  was  subsequently  so  secured  and  duly  paid.  Like 
accounts  and  settlements,  with  payment,  were  made  with  the  two 
other  children,  Susan  and  Robert,  on  their  marriage  or  attaining 
to  majority.  In  September,  1833,  Dr.  Chetwood,  jus  guardian 
of  the  children,  sohl  part  of  the  Ohio  land,  in  pursuance  of 
authority  obtained  by  him  from  the  legislature  of  that  state.  The 
price  obtained  was  $9,000.  He  accounted,  in  the  settlements  to 
the  children,  for  their  shares  of  tiie  proceeds,  after  deducting 
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$443.62,  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  the  law  and  commissions,  <&c., 
paid  by  him  on  the  sale. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  obtain  an  account  of  part  of  the  complain- 
ant's share  of  the  estate.  It  is  base<l  on  the  allegation  that  the 
executrix  and  her  husband  ought  to  have  accounted  to  the  chil- 
dren for  all  the  income  of  the  estate  over  and  al)ove  what  was 
necessary  for  her  and  their  support  and  their  education,  after  her 
remarriage,  and  that,  in  the  respects  and  particulars  hereinafter 
menti<med  and  considered,  and  some  others  abandoned  on  the 
hearing,  the  account  of  1837  given  to  Mr.  Wood  should  be  sur- 
chargeil  and  corrected.  The  complainant  insists  that,  inasmuch 
as  she  was,  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  of  that  account,  a 
minor,  she  is  not  bound  by  it,  and  that  the  receipt  of  her  hus- 
band could  extend  no  protection  to  Dr.  Chetwood  and  the 
executrix  beyond  the  amount  actually  received.  The  executrix 
and  Dr.  Chetwood,  by  their  answer,  deny  the  allegations  of  the 
complainant  as  to  the  alleged  errors,  and  resist  her  claim  to  an 
account;  and  they  plead,  in  the  answer,  the  great  lapse  of  time 
as  an  equitable  bar.  In  1872,  about  seven  years  after  the  death 
of  her  husband,  the  complainant  citeil  Dr.  Chetwood  to  act^ount, 
in  the  orphans  court  of  Essex  county,  as  her  guardian.  He, 
in  December  of  that  year,  filed,  as  his  account,  a  statement  of 
the  settlement  before  mentioned,  and  alleged  that  the  balance 
which  was  then  found  due  from  him  had  Iwjen  paid.  In  March 
following,  the  complainant  filed  exceptions  to  the  acxjount,  but 
they  were  not  proceeded  u|>on,  and  on  the  16th  of  April,  1876, 
this  suit  was  begun.  Soon  after  the  citation  out  of  the  orphans 
court  was  served  on  him.  Dr.  Chetwood  left  the  country  and 
went  to  France,  where  he  has  ever  since  resided  and  remained. 

To  (X)nsider  the  objections  made  to  the  account  of  1837. 
Though  others  are  statetl  in  the  bill,  they,  as  before  stated,  were 
abandoned,  and  those  insisted  on  are  the  following:  That 
neither  the  complainant  nor  her  husband  has  ever  had  an  ac- 
count of  what  she  claims  to  be  her  share  of  the  income  of  the 
estate  after  July  29th,  1828,  the  date  of  the  marriage  of  the 
executrix  to  Dr.  Chetwood  ;  that  there  should  have  been  charged 
against  the  executrix  the  sum  of  $1,027.40,  which  the  complain- 
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ant  alleges  was  colItHJted  by  the  executrix,  June  24th,  1828,  on  a 
claim  of  the  estate  against  the  estate  of  her  father,  Gen.  Jonathan 
Dayton  ;  iliat  the  executrix  and  Dr.  Chetwood  have  not  aarounted 
forwi  murh  money  as  they  ought  in  respect  to  the  Ohio  land  sold 
under  legislative  authority,  as  before  mentione<l.  The  complain- 
ant allies  that  that  projierty  was  worth  from  $16,000  to  $20,000, 
but  it  was  sold  for  S9,0i  0;  and  she  insists  that  it  was  sold  in 
violation  of  duty,  because  the  will  directed  that  it  should  not  be 
sold  until  all  the  children  should  have  attained  their  injijnrity. 
She  further  alleges  that  if  the  (conduct  of  the  executrix  and  Dr. 
ChetwcKxl  in  making  the  sale  he  approve<l,  they  have  ^ot  ac- 
counted for  enough ;  that  they  have  not  accounted  for  all  the 
interest  received  on  certain  notes  made  by  John  Dick,  and  lie- 
longing  to  the  estate,  nor  for  the  money — $221.77 — whi(rh,  at 
the  testator's  death,  stocMl  to  his  credit  in  his  bank  account  in  the 
Slate  Bank  at  Elizabeth  ;  that  a  charge  of  $200  for  repairs  to  a 
house  called  the  Hale  hous<',  is  unjust,  because  the  house,  at  the 
date  of  the  charge,  did  not  belong  to  the  estate ;  that  a  charge 
of  $1,960,  for  money  alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  the  executrix 
on  account  of  a  note  held  by  David  Rogers,  is  unjust.  The  com- 
plainant insists  that  the  money  was  paid  by  Gen.  Dayton,  who 
was  liable  as  principal  therelor;  that  a  charge  for  repairs  to  a 
house  of  the  estate  on  Jersey  street,  in  Elizabeth,  is  unjust,  be- 
cause the  executrix  and  Dr.  Chetw^Kxl  occupied  the  house  at  the 
time  of  making  the  repairs  (in  1836),  and  did  not  account  for 
the  rent;  and  that  the  loss  (it  occurred  in  1835)  on  certain  in- 
surance stock  should  have  been  borne  by  the  executrix  and  Dr. 
Chetwocnl,  or  one  of  them,  and  not  by  the  estate,  and  the  com- 
plainant insists  that  therefore  the  charge  of  $521.30  against  her 
in  the  account,  in  respect  to  that  loss,  was  erroneous.  She  insists 
that  the  stock  was  the  property  of  Dr.  Chetwood,  and  not  of  the 
estsite,  and  that  the  executrix  had  no  authority  to  invest  the 
money  of  the  estate  in  insurance  stock. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  objections :  The  will  gave  to  the  widow, 
for  her  sup|x>rt,  and  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  and  educat- 
iDg  the  children  during  their  res|)ective  minorities,  the  use  of  the 
whole  of  the  estate.     It  provided  for  the  payment  to  each  child. 
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on  his  or  her  becoming  of  age,  or  in  case  of  marriage,  at 
eighteen,  of  his  or  her  share  of  the  estate,  and  that  after  the 
youngest  had  been  jmid,  the  widow  should  have  the  use  of  one- 
third  of  the  real  estate  and  an  annuity  of  $600.  That  is  to  say, 
the  estate,  except  one-third  of  the  real  estate,  to  be  reserved  for 
the  widow  for  life,  and  a  sura  which  would  produce  for  her  a 
life  annuity  of  $600,  was  to  be  divided  among  the  children  as 
they  arrived  at  age  or  were  married,  if  not  under  eighteen.  Tlie 
plan  adopted  in  settlement,  as  to  the  personal  estate,  appears  to 
have  been  to  divide  it,  taking  security  for  the  annuity.  The 
complainant,  then,  if  she  receivetl  the  full  amount  of  her  share 
<»f  the  personal  estate  in  the  settlement  of  1837,  took  away  one- 
third  of  that  estate,  leaving  in  the  iiands  of  her  motlier  the  other 
two-thirds^  in  which  the  complainant  had  no  interest.  As  to  the 
]nc<mie  received  from  the  estate  prior  to  that  settlement,  it  was 
clearly,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  given  to  the  widow  so  long  as 
she  remained  guardian.  And  she  was  not  bound  to  account  for 
it  during  that  time,  so  long  as  she  discharge<l  the  duty  in  respect 
to  which  it  was  bequeathed  to  her.  Macknet  v.  Mcicknet,  11  C. 
E.  Or.  JoS ;  S.  C.  on  appeal,  IJ  C.  E.  Gr,  594,. 

The  will  provided  that  in  case  of  her  remarriage  her  guardian- 
ship should  cease,  and  that  Peter  Kean  should  be  guardian  in 
her  stead.  Peter  Kean,  according  to  the  bill,  died  a  few  months 
after  lier  remarriage,  and  he  appears  never  to  have  assumed  any 
duty  as  guardian.  The  widow  continued  her  care  of  the  children 
and  their  education  until  they  attaineil  their  majority  or  were 
married.  No  question  appears  to  have  been  made  as  to  her  right 
to  the  income  at  any  time,  until  it  was  made  by  the  complainant 
in  1872,  over  thirty  years  after  the  youngest  child  attained  to 
majority.  No  charge  was  made  in  any  of  the  settlements  for  the 
support  or  education  of  the  children,  nor  were  any  commissions 
charged  by  the  executrix  or  guardian.  The  income  may  not 
have  been  in  excess  of  the  amoimt  which  would  have  been 
allowed  to  the  widow,  under  the  circumstances,  for  the  support 
and  education  of  the  children.  But  however  that  may  be,  no 
account  was,  so  far  as  appears,  ever  even  suggested,  but  the  ap- 
propriation of  the  whole  iucomey  as  compensation  for  the  support 
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and  education  of  tlie  children,  seems  to  have  been  acquiesced  in. 
It  would,  therefore,  obviously  be  highly  inequitable,  under  such 
circumstances,  after  so  long  a  period  of  acquiescence  and  delay  in 
making  the  claim,  to  require  the  widow,  were  she  living,  to  come 
to  an  account  as  executrix,  or  Dr.  Chetwood  as  guardian,  of  tiie 
excess  of  income,  if  any  there  was,  over  and  above  what  would 
have  been  allowed  for  support  and  education.  It  would  probably 
be  im|)o.ssible  lo  give  such  an  account.  And  here  it  may  lie  re- 
marked that  the  complainant's  interest  in  the  estate  was  looked 
after  by  her  husband,  who  was  a  lawyer  and  abundantly  compe- 
tent to  do  so;  and,  moreover,  the  share  became  his  own  on  his 
reducing  it  to  possession.  Susan's  first  husband,  too,  was  inter- 
ested in  like  manner  as  to  her  share,  and  it  may  be  presume<I  that 
he  looked  after  her  interest  carefully.  Robert  was  a  lawyer.  It 
Is  hardly  to  l)e  sup|)ose<l  that  this  matter  of  the  right  to  the 
income  did  not  receive  due  attention  in  behalf  of  the  children. 

The  claim  that  certain  money,  alleged  to  have  been  received 
on  account  of  a  demand  of  Dr.  Spencer's  estate  against  that  of 
Gen.  Dayton,  has  not  been  accounted  for,  is  not  sustained.     It 
appears   that  under  an  agreement  of  the  creditors,  or  some  of 
them,  of  the  Dayton  estate,  certain   land  in  Ohio  was  purchased 
for  them  at  the  administrator's  sale  thereof,  and  the  title  taken 
and  held  in  trust  accordingly ;  and  though  $1,027.40  were  re- 
ceipted for  in  the  transaction,  by  the  attorney  of  the  executrix  to 
the  administnitor,  as  so  much  money  paid  by  the  latter  to  the 
attorney,  yet  it  appears  to  have  been  receipted  for  as  part  of  the 
purchase  money  of  the  property.     The  account  shows  a  charge 
against  the  executrix  of  $800,  for  money  received  from  the  con- 
veyance of  the  land,  and  $126  for  the  balance  of  the  dividend  of 
twenty  per  cent,  paid  by  Gen.  Dayton's  estate.     There  is  no  evi- 
lience  of  any  error  in  this  matter. 

The  sale  of  Ohio  land  owned  by  the  testator  was,  acconling  to 
the  evidence,  made  at  a  time  when  it  appeared  very  desirable  and 
for  the  interest  of  the  children  as  owners  of  it,  that  it  should 
1)8  made.  The  price  obtained  was  regarded  as  an  excellent  one 
at  the  time.  There  appears  to  have  been  no  concealment  in  the 
transactioD.     Indeed,  it  would  seem  that  concealment,  under  the 
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circumstances,  was  hardly  practicable.  In  the  conveyance  thai 
was  made  the  executrix  joined,  to  reletise  her  dower.  The  prop- 
erty was  sold  in  accordance  with  what  appears  to  have  lx;en  the 
judicious  advice  of  a  com|>etent  and  careful  adviser — it  was  sold 
in  1833 — and  the  proceeds  were  accounted  for  in  the  settlement 
with  the  children.  Tiie  exhibits  in  the  cause  account  for  all  of 
the  $443.62  charged  for  exj)enses  of  obtaining  the  law  and  com- 
missions for  selling,  except  $108.88.  This  charge  of  $443.62 
was  in  the  account  of  1837,  and  was  of  course  subject  to  scrutiny 
then. 

The  interest  on  the  Dick  notes  appears  to  have  been  accounted 
for  up  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  tiie  interest  whicii  accrued 
after  that  was  probably  claimed  by  the  widow  as  income  due 
her.  The  money  was  collected  in  1825  and  1826;  the  interest 
was  collected  in  the  latter  year,  and  that  was  two  years  before 
her  remarriage. 

The  balance  (said  to  be  $221.77)  of  tlie  testator's  \ys\nk  account 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  accoimted  for,  but  it  is  not  in  the 
inventory  which,  according  to  the  bill,  was  made  and  pn)ved  by 
the  executrix  and  Peter  Kean,  and  it  is  not  probable  that  money 
in  bank  was  overlooked  in  making  and  proving  the  inventory. 
It  is  suggested  that  the  money  may  liave  been  used  to  pay  funeral 
expenses,  for  which  there  is  no  charge  in  the  account.  It  may 
have  been  expended  for  them  and  other  usual  concomitant  family 
expenses.  It  is  also  suggested  that  it  may  have  l)een  only  an 
apparent  balance,  and  was  exhausted  by  checks  given  by  the 
testator,  but  not  paid  till  after  his  death.  But,  not  to  deal  with 
conjectures,  it  would  have  been  too  mucii  to  require  the  executrix, 
at  her  advanced  age  when  the  bill  was  filed  (she  ap|)ears  to  have 
been  about  eighty-five  years  old  when  this  suit  was  begun),  to 
account  for  or  explain  this.  She  is  now  dead.  Dr.  Chetwood 
is  about  seventy-eight  years  old.  He  is  not  charged  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  matter.  The  inventory  was  made  four  years  before 
he  married  the  widow. 

The  charge  for  repairs  to  the  Hale  house  has  not  been  ex- 
plained. It  seems  to  have  been  dated  in  1831,  while  the  deed 
for  the  property  to  Dr.  Chetwood  and  his  wife  is  dated  in  No- 
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vember,  1832.  The  property  was  r^rded  as  belonging  to  the 
estate,  and  not  only  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  it  were  accounted 
for,  but  the  profit  made  u|)on  it  also.  Certain  it  is  that  this 
charge  of  $200  for  repairs  to  the  Hale  house  was  made  under 
date  of  1831  in  the  account  given  to  Mr.  Wood,  and  if  it  had  been 
so  obvious  a  mistake  as  is  now  contended,  it  must  have  chal- 
lenged his  attention.  It  appears  also  in  the  account  rendered  to 
Susan.  By  one  of  the  exhibits  put  in  by  the  complainant,  the 
repairs  appear  to  have  been,  in  whole  or  in  part,  putting  in  a 
new  front  to  the  house,  painting  it,  and  putting  a  new  roof  on 
the  back  shed.  Though  the  charge  is  not  foqnd  in  the  account 
rendered  to  Robert,  it  appears,  by  a  statement  made  by  Dr.  Chet- 
wood,  given  in  evidence  by  the  complainant,  and  which  came 
from  among  Mr.  Wood's  or  her  sister  Susan's,  or  Dr.  ChetwoocVs 
papers,  that  it,  with  several  other  payments  there  specified,  was 
overlooked  in  the  settlement  with  Robert. 

It  will  be  convenient  here  to  deal  with  the  objection  made  to 
the  charge  for  repairs  to  the  Jersey  street  house.  That  house 
was  occupied  by  the  widow  when  the  repairs  were  made  (1831), 
and  it  is  insisted  that  she  was  bound  to  make  them  because  she 
had  the  use  of  it,  but — and  this  remark  is  equally  applicable  to 
the  repairs  to  the  Hale  house,  in  respect  to  which  the  same  sug- 
gestion is  made  on  the  ground  that  she  received  the  rents — she 
was  not  a  life  tenant,  but  seems  to  have  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  use  of  the  income  of  the  pro|)erty  for  a  limited  period  (during 
the  minority  of  the  children),  and  that  claim  appears  to  have 
been  allowed,  at  least  by  acquiescence.  What  are  called  repairs 
in  this  instance,  it  may  be  added,  appear  to  be,  in  part  at  least, 
the  building  of  an  ice-house  and  new  fences. 

Dr.  Spencer  was  liable  as  surety  with  his  father-  in-law.  Gen. 
Bayton,  on  a  promissory  note  held  by  David  Rodgers.  On  Sep- 
tember 11th,  1824,  the  fall  after  Dr.  Spencer's  death.  Gen.  Dayton 
received  from  his  daughter,  the  executrix,  $1,960  for  investment. 
%  his  receipt  to  her  therefor,  he  promised  to  invest  the  money 
for  her,  as  soon  as  practicable,  in  New  York  state  securities,  or, 
if  the  investment  could  not  be  advantageously  made,  to  return  it 
to  her  on  demand.     Judgment  was  recovered  against  him  and 
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Dr.  Spencer  by  Rodgers,  on  the  note,  in  the  supreme  court  of 
this  state,  May  13th,  1823.  On  the  13th  of  September,  two 
days  after  he  received  tlie  $1,960  for  investment,  he  paid  exactly 
tiiat  sum  of  money  to  Rodgers's  attorney,  on  account  of  the  judg- 
ment. If  the  money  so  paid  was  hers,  and  it  was  applied  by  her 
father,  with  her  consent,  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment,  it  was 
a  payment  by  the  executrix  for  Dr.  Spencer's  estate.  The  claim 
was  made  in  the  account  delivered  to  Mr.  Wowl,  and  it  is  to  be 
found  in  those  delivered  to  and  settled  by  Susan  and  Robert.  In 
the  account  delivered  to  Robert  it  is  under  the  date  of  September 
11th,  1824,  the  date  of  Gen.  Dayton's  receipt  to  Mrs.  Cljetwwxl, 
and  it  is  S|)ecifically  charged  as  a  payment  by  her  to  Rodgers. 
It  would  be  enough  to  say,  however,  that  it  is  not  only  not  estab- 
lished that  she  did  not  pay  the  money,  but  the  circumstantial 
evidence  indicated  that  she  did.  The  charge  for  loss  on  stock 
of  the  Equitable  Insurance  Company  seems  to  have  l)een  dis- 
cussed between  Mr.  Wood  and  Dr.  Chetwood,  and  they  ap|)ear 
to  have  submitted  the  question  to  Theodore  Frelinghuysen  for 
his  opinion.  He  gave  it,  under  <late  of  August  7th,  1837  (the 
receipt  from  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wood  is  dated  August  31st,  1837, 
and  the  opinion  therefore  preceded  it),  to  the  effect  that  any  losse«* 
which  had  been  sustained  in  insurance  stock,  by  reason  of  the 
then  late  great  fire  in  the  city  of  New  York,  should  fall  on  the 
estate,  and  not  on  the  executrix.  The  will  directed  that  certain 
funds  should  l)e  invested  in  stocks.  It  is  said  that  no  charge  for 
tliLs  loss  is  made  in  the  account  rendered  to  Robert,  but  the  paper 
whi(;h  is  treated  as  being  that  account  is  dated  in  November, 
1835,  and  his  receipt  for  his  share  is  dated  the  11th  of  that 
month.  The  fire  hud  not  then  taken  place;  it  occurred  in 
December  following.  The  stock  is  put  down  as  part  of  the  assets 
in  that  account.  The  question  of  the  propriety  of  the  investment 
in  insumnce  stock  was  submitted  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  and  de- 
cided by  him  then,  before  the  settlement  of  1837  was  made,  and 
his  decision  was  acquiesced  in  and  submitted  to  by  Mr.  Wood. 
According  to  the  inventory  and  the  account  rendered  to  Mr. 
Wood,  the  estate  owned  but  forty-three  shares  of  the  stock  of  the 
State  Bank  at  Elizabeth.     The  complainant,  however,  insists  that 
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there  were  sixty-three,  and  that  Dr.  Chetwood  should  aocount  for 
the  difference.  It  appears  by  the  books  of  the  bank  that  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  there  were  sixty-three  shares  standing  in  his 
name,  and  that  in  September,  1824,  twenty  shares  were  trans- 
ferred to  Caleb  Halstead,  jun.  It  also  appears  thereby,  that  in 
August,  1822,  Halstead  transferred  twenty  shares  to  Dr.  Spencer. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  query  whether  the  latter  were  assigned  to 
the  testator  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  subsequently  paid,  or 
were  held  by  him  in  trust,  or  to  conjecture  what  is  the  reason  ot 
the  discrepancy.  It  existed  when  the  account  was  delivered  to 
Mr.  Wood.  In  that  account,  and  in  the  other  accounts,  it  is 
said  that  of  that  stock  the  estate  held  only  forty-three  shares. 
The  inventory  was  not  made  by  Dr.  Chetwood,  but  by  Peter 
Kean  and  the  widow.  They  probably  believed  it  to  be  correct, 
and  had  good  reason  for  the  statement  that  the  estate  owned  only 
forty-three  shares  of  the  stock.  Verification  of  the  inventory 
and  accounts  in  this  respect  was  easy,  and  it  may  be  assumed 
that  in  this  matter  the  discrepancy  was  known  and  satisfactorily 
accounted  for. 

I  have  thus  considered  the  various  reasons  which  are  given 
by  the  complainant  for  requiring  an  account,  and  I  do  not  find 
that  any  of  them  would  justify  such  a  requirement.     There  is  no 
evidence  of  any  fraud  or  concealment ;  on  the  contrary,  every- 
thing appears  to  have  been  open  to  inquiry.     The  accounts  ren- 
dered to  the  children  were  subject  to  the  scrutiny  of  persons  who 
were  most  competent  to  make  the  examination.     Not  one  only, 
but  two  lawyers  were  directly  and  personally  interested  in  the 
settlements.     The  shares  for  which  account  was  made  to  them 
wholly  belonged  to  them,  and  each  appears  to  have  made  the 
settlement  for  himself.     Each  settlement  necessarily  involved  an 
account  of  the  estate.     The  advice  of  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  appears 
to  have  been  sought  and  obtained  in  reference  to  the  account  of 
the  complainant's  share,  and  it  would  seem  that  the  disputed 
questions  were  submitte<l  to  his  decision.     The  fact  that  th^e 
were  such  questions  is  evidence  that  the  account  was  closely  scru- 
tinized.    On  the  19th  of  January,  1838,  another  statement  was 
made  by  Dr.  Chetwood  for  Mr.  Wood,  and  annexed  to  it  was  a 
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reoeipt  which  recited  that  by  a  statement  of  the  accoants  of  tlie 
ezecatriXy  and  of  Dr.  Chetwood^  the  guardian  of  Mrs.  Wood, 
there  appeared  to  be  due  to  Mrs.  Wood  $16,51 1.21,  and  it  was 
thereby  certified  that  that  sam  had  been  paid  to  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Wood  by  the  assignment  of  certain  securities  and  payment  of 
cash,  &c.y  and  the  giving  of  a  bond  and  mortgage.  And  further, 
that  the  receipt  of  August  Slst,  1837,  had  been  given.  It  will 
be  seen  that  the  receipt  is  to  the  guardian  as  well  as  the  execu- 
trix. The  husband,  Mr.  Wood,  was  entitled  to  the  share  of  his 
wife,  if  in  the  hands  of  either  of  them.  &e,  being  entitled  to  the 
property,  was  the  proper  person  to  demand  and  have  an  ac- 
count of  it;  and  being  so,  his  wife,  though  a  minor  at  the  tiuie 
of  the  accounting,  is  bound  by  the  account  to  the  same  extent 
that  he  would  be.  It  is  not  a  question  whether  the  husband 
could  release  the  demand  of  the  wife  without  receiving  satisfac- 
tion for  it,  but  whether  an  account  was  made  to  and  settled  by 
a  person  legally  authorized.  If  it  was,  then  the  further  question 
is  whether  this  court  will,  after  the  lapse  of  over  forty  years, 
0|>en  the  account.  It  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  there  is  any 
error.  And  the  presumption  from  the  circumstances,  the  excel- 
lent cai)acity  of  him  who  made  the  settlement  on  behalf  of  the 
complainant,  the  care  and  circumspection  which  he  evidently  ex- 
ercised in  making  it,  and  the  acquiescence  in  it  by  him  for  the 
rest  of  his  life,  twenty-eight  years,  and  by  the  complainant  for 
thirty-four  years,  is  that  the  account  was  satisfactorily  settled. 
The  complainant's  claim  must  be  regarded  as  a  stale  and  anti- 
quated one,  such  as  this  court  does  not  favor,  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  discourages.  As  before  stated,  she  acquiesced  for  thirty- 
four  years.  Her  sister  Susan  does  not  appear  to  have  ever  been 
dissatisfied  with  the  account,  and  Robert  lived  twenty  years  after 
the  account  with  him  was  settled,  and  he  never,  so  far  as  is 
shown,  questioned  its  correctness.  The  im|>olicy  as  well  as  the 
injustice  of  requiring  an  account  after  so  long  a  period  of  acquies- 
cence, is  illustrated  in  this  case.  In  1872  the  alleged  errors  of 
which  the  complainant  complained,  and  to  which  she  asked  Dr. 
Chetwood's  attention^  were  only  an  overcharge  of  the  value  of 
stock  of  the  State  Bank  at  Newark,  belonging  to  the  estate,  the 
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iion-allowance  to  her  of  a  share  of  the  profits  of  the  sale  of  the 
Hale  house,  and  the  non-allowance  of  any  part  of  the  income  of 
the  estate  during  the  minority  of  the  children.     The  first  was 
explained  by  the  books  of  the  bank,  and  the  existence  of  error 
disproved.     The  profits  on  the  sale  of  the  Hale  house  were,  in 
fact,  allowed  in  the  account.     In  the  bill  in  this  cause  it  is  claimed 
that  there  should  be  an  account  of  $3,024.88  for  nineteen  shares 
of  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  Kentucky,  and  the  dividends  thereon, 
and  of  $800  received  from  the  sale  of  the  Hatfield  property 
mentioned  in  the  will ;  but  both  of  those  claims  were  abandoned 
on  the  hearing.   The  estate  is  credited  in  the  account  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  Hatfield  lot,  and  the  complainant  admits 
that  she  was  also  in  error  as  to  the  Kentucky  Bank  stock.     "  It  is 
an  inherent  doctrine  of  this  court,"  says  Story,  "  not  to  entertain 
stale  or  antiquated  demands,  and  not  to  encourage  laches  and  negli- 
gence.   Hence,  in  matters  of  account,  although  not  barred  by  the 
statate  of  limitations,  courts  of  equity  refuse  to  interfere  after  a  con- 
siderable lapse  of  time,  from  considerations  of  public  policy,  from 
the  difficulty  of  doing  entire  justice  when  the  original  transac- 
tions have  become  obscure  by  time,  and  the  evidence  may  be  lost, 
and  from  the  consciousness  that  the  repose  of  titles  and  the 
security  of  property  are  mainly  promoted  by  a  full  enforcement 
of  the  maxim,  "  Vigilardibus  non  dormientibtia,  jura  aubveniuntJ' 
SUnn/'s  Eq.  Jur.  §  6^9 ;  and  see  Peacock  v.  Newbold,  3  Gr,  Ch. 
67 ;  Barnes  v.  Taylor,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  259.     In  the  case  in  hand 
the  justice  of  that  doctrine  and  the  propriety  of  its  application 
are  manifest.     The  executrix,  when  she  was  examined,  was  in 
extreme  old  age ;  she  was  over  eighty-five  years  old.     She  de- 
clined to  be  cross-examined,  pleading  want  of  memory ;  and  the 
<x)mplainant  testified,  in  less  than  a  year  afterwards,  in  this  suit, 
that  her  mother's  mind  was  almost  gone.     Dr.  Chetwood  is,  as 
before  stated,  seventy-eight  years  old.     The  complainant  has  had 
tl»e  benefit  of  all  his  papers,  obtained  from  his  wife  during  his 
^nce  in  France,  and  she  has  had  another  unusual  advantage  in 
the  possession  of  the  accounts  delivered  to  Susan  and  Robert. 
She  has  not  been  able  to  show  any  fraud,  and  has  not  made  such 
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proof  of  any  error  as  to  overcome  the  presamptioos  which  equity 
raises  under  the  circumstances. 

The  bill  will  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Lansing  Zabriskie 

V. 

The  Morris  and  Essex  Railroad  Co. 

A  tmst  to  sell  or  improve  lands ;  to  invest  and  re-invest  the  proceeds ;  to 
collect  rents  and  income ;  to  pav  taxes,  assessments,  commissions,  and  other 
annual  expenses  and  charges ;  to  pay  over  the  net  income,  and  to  divide  the 
estate,  vests  a  fee  sinnple  title  in  the  designated  trustees,  not  limited  to  the 
lifetime  of  the  donor's  children,  which  trust  descends  to  the  heir  at  common 
law,  the  eldest  son  of  the  survivor  of  the  trustees,  and  his  contract  to  sell  lands 
of  the  estate  majr  be  specifically  enforced. 


Bill  for  specific  performance. 
Mr.  L.  Zabriskie^  pro  aeipso. 
Mr,  J.  D.  Bedky  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

By  an  agreement  in  writing  duly  made  between  the  parties  ii> 
October,  1878,  the  defendant  agreed  to  purchase  of  the  com- 
plainant two  plots  of  land  in  Hudson  county,  on  his  making  and 
delivering  to  it  a  good  and  sufiicient  deed  of  conveyance  therefor^ 
vesting  in  it  a  title  in  fee  simple,  free  from  all  encumbrances,  and 
he,  on  his  part,  agreed  to  sell  and  convey  the  property  to  the 
defendant  for  the  price  stipulated,  so  soon  as  he  could  make  such 
title.  The  land  was  the  property  of  John  Tonnele  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  and  the  complainant  claims  title  thereto  under  Mr. 
Tonnele's  will,  as  the  heir  at  common  law  of  his  father,  the  late 
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Abraham  O.  Zabriskie,  whose  eldest  son  he  is,  and  who  was  the 
last  survivor  of  the  executors  and  trustees  under  that  instrument. 
The  question  presented  for  decision  is  whether  he  indeed  has 
sucli  title.     Mr.  Tounele  died  in  1852.     By  his  will,  after  mak- 
ing certain  specific  devises  and  bequests,  he  gave,  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  his  eight  children,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them  in 
such  manner  that  each  child  should  receive  only  the  net  rents, 
income  and  profits  of  his  or  her  share  during  his  or  her  life;  and 
he  provided  that  at  the  death  of  each  child,  his  or  her  share 
should  go  to  and  vest  in  his  or  her  lawful  issue;  and  in  default 
of  such  issue  living  at  his  or  her  death,  then  to  the  testator's 
other  children  and  their  issue  in  the  same  manner  as  the  share  of 
each  was  thereby  limited  and  given :  the  children  of  any  de- 
ceased child  to  take  their  parents'  share.     And  in  order  more 
fully  to  carry  out  the  objects  of  the  will  he  appointed  and  de- 
clared his  executors  to  be  trustees  of  all  property,  estate  or  inter- 
est therein  given  or  devised  to  any  of  his  children,  or  that  any 
of  his  children  might  be  entitled  to  by  virtue  of  any  provision  of 
the  will  during  the  life  of  such  child ;  with  full  power  to  retain 
all  such  property  in  their  hands  unsold  and   undivided   until 
after  the  year  1867 ;  and  he  thereby  authorized  them  to  sell  and 
convey  all  or  any  part  of  his  real  estate,  and  all  real  estate  that 
might  be  purchased  by  them,  and  to  invest  his  personal  estate 
and  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  his  real  estate  at  interest  on  bond  and 
mortgage  or  in  government  or  state  stocks,  or  to  lay  them  out  in 
the  improvement  of  his  real  estate,  or  the  purchase  of  other  real 
estate  and  the  improvement  thereof,  as  might  seem  most  for  the 
interest  and  advantage  of  his  children,  and  for  the  improvement 
of  his  estate,  and  to  change  such  investments  as  they  should  deem 
best  from  time  to  time.     And  he  thereby  ordei'ed  and  directed 
thera  to  pay  over  to  each  of  his  children  during  his  or  her  natu- 
ral life,  the  net  income  of  that  part  or  portion  of  his  estate  therein 
given  or  devised   to  such  child,  after  deducting  therefrom  all 
taxes,  assessments  and  commissions  and  other  annual   expenses 
and  charges ;  the  income  of  each  of  his  daughters  to  l)e  paid  to 
l»er  on  her  own  receipt,  for  her  own  use,  free  from  the  control  of 
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any  husband ;  and  that  of  his  son  to  be  paid  to  him  on  his  own 
receipt,  and  not  to  any  assignee  or  mortgagee  thereof.  He  ap- 
pointed his  wife  and  Robert  Gilchrist  and  Abraham  O.  Zabriskie 
executors.  They  all  proved  the  will,  and,  as  before  stated,  they 
are  all  dead,  Mr.  Zabriskie  being  the  last  survivor. 

By  the  will  the  testator  gave  to  his  executors  as  trustees  such 
control  over  the  property,  real  and  personal,  given  to  his  children 
by  the  residuary  clause,  as  to  necessitate  the  implication  that  he 
designed  to  give  them  the  fee  of  the  land.  He  expressly  consti- 
tuted and  declared  tliem  to  be  trustees  of  the  property.  He  em- 
powereil  them  to  retain  the  real  estate  unsold  and  undivided 
until  after  1867.  As  before  stated,  he  died  in  1852.  He  au- 
thorized them  to  sell  and  convey  all  or  any  part  of  the  real  estate 
and  all  that  they  might  buy,  and  invest  the  proceeds  in  certain 
stocks,  or  in  the  purchase  of  other  real  estate,  or  in  the  improve- 
ment of  his  real  estate,  as  they  might  think  most  for  the  advan- 
tage of  his  children  and  the  improvement  of  his  estate,  and  to 
change  the  investments  from  time  to  time.  And  he  directed 
them  to  pay  over  to  each  of  his  children,  during  hb  or  her  life, 
the  net  income  of  the  part  or  pro|K)rtion  of  the  estate  given  or 
devised  to  him  or  her,  after  deducting  therefrom  all  taxes,  as- 
sessments, commissions  and  other  annual  expenses  and  charges. 
The  authority  to  divide  the  land  among  the  children  implies  the 
gift  of  a  fee.  How  were  the  trustees  to  divide  it  unless  they 
had  the  power  to  convey  ?  No  express  power  to  lease  is  given ; 
but  they  are  to  pay  over  to  each  child,  during  his  or  her  life,  the 
net  income  of  his  or  her  share  of  the  estate,  real  as  well  as  per- 
sonal, and  that,  too,  after  deducting  not  only  annual  taxes,  but 
municipal  assessments  and  commissions  and  other  annual  ex- 
penses and  charges,  whatever  they  might  be.  The  power  to  sell 
and  convey  all  his  land  and  buy  other  land  with  the  proceeds 
and  take  the  title  in  their  own  names,  is  undoubtedly  given. 
They  might  sell  some  of  his  land  and  spend  the  proceeds  in  im- 
proving the  rest  or  any  part  of  it.  In  short,  complete  power  is 
given  to  convert  the  land  into  money,  and  to  make  such  dispo- 
sition of  (he  proceeds  in  expenditures,  in  improvements  or  in  iii- 
vestments,  as  they  might  see  fit.    This  extensive  authority  is 
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utterly  incompatible  with  the  exercise  of  any  control  over  the 
property  by  the  children.     They  ciinnot  sell  or  convey  or  encum- 
ber it.     They  are  entitled  to  no  control  over  it,  indeed,  so  long 
as  they  live ;  for  the  trust  is  to  pay  to  them  the  net  rents  and 
income  for  life.     To  the  execution  of  such  a  trust  as  that  under 
consideration,  it  is  necessary  that  the  trustee  be  clothed  with  the 
title  in  fee.     Though  the  express  devise  is  to  the  children  them- 
<*elves  and  there  is  no  express  devise  to  the  trustees,  that  will  not 
prevent  the  implication  of  the  gift  of  the  fee  to  the  latter ;  for  a 
direct  devise  may,  by  the  context,  be  shown  not  to  give  the  legal 
estate  to  the  devisee  named,  and  the  legal  estate  may,  if  the  pur- 
poses of  the  will  require  it,  be  held  to  be  in  trustees.     In  Brew- 
Mer  V.  Striker,  ^  N,  Y,  19,  there  was  a  devise  to  grandchildren 
and  their  lieirs  forever,  with  direction  that  the  estate  be  "dis- 
posed of"  by  the  executors  and  the  survivor  of  them  and  the  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators  of  the  survivor,  not  by  sale  or  alien- 
ation, which  were  forbidden,  but  by  lease ;  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits  to  be  paid  to  the  "  heirs  "  (grandchildren)  annually ;  and 
it  was  also  provided  that  if  any  of  the  heirs  or  their  children 
should  choose  to  occupy  any  part  of  the  property,  they  were  to 
be  preferred  as  tenants.     By  a  subsequent  clause  it  was  declared 
that  if  any  of  the  grandchildren  should  die  without  issue,  the 
share  of  such  decedent  should  go  to  the  survivors  or  survivor  and 
the  heirs  of  the  survivor  forever.     It  was  held  that  the  trustees 
took  the  legal  estate  by  implication  during  the  lifetimes  of  the 
grandchildren.     See  also  Doe  v.  Willan,  2  B,  <t-  Aid,  84-,  and  Doe 
V.  Gt/c,  7  Exch,  675,     It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  cite  au- 
thorities for  so  obvious  a  proposition,  resting,  as  it  does,  on  the 
familiar  principle  that  in  testamentiiry  dispositions  the  intention 
of  the  testator  is  to  be  sought  for,  and,  when  found,  is  to  control 
the  construction.     That  the  testator's  intention  was  to  create  a 
trust,  and  that  one  was  created  accordingly  admits  of  no  doubt. 
The  trust  is  to  sell,  to  improve,  to  invest  and  re-invest,  to  collect 
wots  and  income,  to  pay  taxes  and  commissions,  assessments  and 
^tner  annual  expenses  and  charges,  to  pay  net  income  over,  and 
to  divide  the  estate.     The  authority  given  is  not  a  mere  power 
^f  disposition  which  may  be  executed  without  any  legal  title,  but 
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a  trust  of  such  a  character  as  renders  it  necessary  that  the  legal 
estate,  the  title  in  fee  to  the  property,  should  be  in  the  trustees. 
"  The  mere  fact,"  says  Mr.  Jarman,'  "  that  the  trustees  are  made 
agents  in  the  application  of  the  rents,  is  sufficient  to  give  them 
the  legal  estate ;  as  in  the  case  of  a  simple  devise  to  A  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  rents  to  B.  And  it  is  immaterial  in  such  a  case  that 
there  is  no  direct  devise  to  the  trustees,  if  the  intention  that  they 
shall  take  the  estate  can  be  collected  from  the  will.  Hence  a 
devise  to  the  intent  that  A  shall  receive  the  rents  and  pay  them 
over  to  B,  would  clearly  invest  the  legal  estate  in  A."  2  Jarm.  on 
Wills  Wl.  See  also  Hawk,  on  WiUs  I40  /  HUl  on  Trustees  231, 232^ 
and  Per)*y  on  Trusts  §  213.  Nor  can  the  purposes  of  the  will 
in  this  case  be  answered  by  confining  the  legal  estate  to  tlie  life- 
time of  the  children ;  for  the  trustees  have  power  to  lease  and  to 
sell  and  convey ;  and  where  a  devise  to  trustees  upon  trusts 
which,  standing  alone,  would  not  vest  in  them  the  whole  legal 
estate,  is  followed  or  accompanied  by  a  power  to  sell,  lease  or 
mortgage  not  limited  to  the  period  of  the  continuance  of  the 
active  trusts,  the  trustees  are  held  to  take  the  whole  legal  fee,  and 
not  a  mere  limited  estate,  with  a  superadded  power  of  sale,  mort- 
gage or  leasing.  Hawk,  on  WiUs  153 ;  Barker  v.  Greenwood,  4 
M.  &  W.  4^1.  Not  to  speak  of  other  considerations,  it  was 
necessary  that  the  trustees  have  power  and  authority  to  sue  in 
their  own  names  for  injuries  to  the  real  estate,  and  to  establish 
title  thereto  as  against  adverse  claimants,  and  that  in  making  im- 
provements, whether  by  the  erection  of  buildings  or  otherwise^ 
they  should  have  the  legal  ownership  of  the  property  improved* 
The  case  is  obviously  to  be  distinguished  from  those  of  which 
Gest  V.  Flock,  1  Gr.  Ch.  108,  and  Moores  v.  Moores,  12  Vr. 
440 9  are  examples;  for  in  them  the  gift  was  of  a  mere  power 
which  could  be  exercised  without  any  estate  in  the  donee  thereof* 
In  the  case  under  consideration,  at  the  death  of  the  last  survivor 
of  the  trustees,  the  trust  still  existed  and  was  to  continue  as  ta 
the  payment  of  the  income  to  the  children  during  the  lives  of  the 
latter.  The  power  (it  was  more ;  it  was  a  trust)  to  convert  that 
part  of  the  real  estate  of  which  the  testator  died  seized,  which 
was  still  unsold,  remained,  and  it  was  coupled  with  a  duty  to  in- 
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vest  and  husband  the  proceeds  in  case  of  conversion,  and  pay 
over  the  net  income  or  make  improvements  with  them,  if  the 
trustee  deemed  best ;  and  the  trust  to  make  division  of  it  with 
the  rest  of  the  estate,  if  it  remained  unsold  at  the  time  of  division^ 
still  continued.     To  the  execution  of  this  ample  and  extensive 
trust,  co-extensive  with  complete  ownership,  an  estate  in  fee  in 
the  trustee  was  not  only  convenient,  but  necessary.     Nothing^ 
less  would  satisfy  the  trust.     He,  therefore,  had  such  title.    The 
last  survivor  did  not  devise  the  land.     By  law  his  estate  therein 
descended  to  his  heir  at  the  common  law,  his  eldest  son,  the 
complainant,  who,  therefore,  can  convey  it  in  fee  to  the  defend- 
ant.   Schenok  v.  Schenck,  1  C.  E,  Or.  174-;  Wills  v.  Cooper,  I 
Dutch.  1S7 ;  Boston  Franklinite  Co.  v.  OondU,  4,  C.E.  Gr.  394,; 
Rev.  p.  1224,  tU.  Trustees,  §  1. 
There  will  be  a  decree  for  specific  performance. 


k 


Nettie  Carpenter  and  others 

V. 

The  Mayor  and  Council  op  the  City  op  Hoboken 

and  others. 

1.  A  statutorv  lieu  on  lands  for  annual  water-rents  cannot  be  extended  by 
oonstraction  so  as  to  include  water  furnished  by  the  city  commissioners  under 
ft  contract  with  a  tenant  for  years;  and  hence  a  sale  of  the  premises  occupied 
^  BQch  tenant,  for  default  in  paying  such  water-rents,  is  tUtra  vires,  and  may 
^8et«Bide  on  application  of  the  owner. 

2.  Where  the  authority  of  the  commissioners  is  terminated  by  their  assess- 
ment and  return  to  the  common  council,  they  are  unnecessary  parties  to  a  suit 
to  Bet  aside  a  sale  of  lands  ordered  by  the  common  council  and  predicated  on 
tlittr  proceedings. 

Bill  to  remove  cloud  from  title.  On  bill  and  answer  of  the 
naayor  and  council,  and  replication  thereto,  and  proof  taken 
under  the  issue  so  joined,  and  plea  of  the  water  commissioners 
of  the  city  of  Hoboken,  and  agreement  of  counsel. 
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Mr.  J.  C.  BesaoUy  for  complainants. 
Mr.  M.  W.  Niven,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  remove  from  the  complainant's  title  to  land 
in  Hoboken  the  cloud  cast  thereon  by  two  sales  thereof  by  the 
<3ity  (at  both  of  which  it  was  itself  the  purchaser  for  two  terms 
of  one  hundred  years  each),  for  the  non-payment  of  the  price 
assessed  against  the  property  for  water  furnished  by  the  water 
commissioners  of  the  city  of  Hoboken  to  Alexander  Feyle,  the 
-complainant's  tenant  of  the  premises.  The  suit  is  brought 
against  the  water  commissioners,  as  well  as  the  city,  and  the 
relief  prayed  is  the  avoidance  and  cancellation  of  the  charges 
made  against  the  property  by  the  commissioners,  the  annulment 
of  the  sales  and  the  cancellation  of  the  record  thei'eof.  The  city 
has  answered,  insisting  on  the  validity  of  the  lien  and  sales,  and 
the  commissioners  have  pleaded. 

No  warrant  or  authority  of  law  is  to  be  found  for  the  charges 
in  question  and  the  consequent  proceedings  thereunder.  By  the 
act  of  March  27th,  1859,  (P.  L.  of  1859  p.  433),  a  lien  for  annual 
water-rents,  to  be  fixed  from  time  to  time  by  the  commissioners, 
is  created,  and  provision  is  made  for  the  enforcement  thereof  by 
sale  of  the  property  whereon  it  is  charged.  But  no  other  or 
further  lien  or  charge  on  the  land  is  authorized  thereby.  In  the 
case  in  hand,  the  annual  water-rents  have,  it  is  alleged  by  the 
bill  and  admitted  by  the  answer,  been  duly  paid,  and  no  lien  is 
claimed  for  or  in  respect  to  them,  but  the  lien  is  claimed  on  ac- 
count of  water  furnished  to  the  yearly  tenant  by  the  commis- 
sioners, under  a  contract  between  him  and  them.  For  the 
recovery  of  the  money  due  for  that  water,  the  commissioners 
might,  under  the  act,  maintain  an  action  against  the  tenant,  but 
no  lien  or  sale  of  the  property  of  the  complainants  therefor  is 
authorized.  All  the  proceedings  called  in  question  by  this  suit 
are  vlira  vires,  and  therefore  null  and  void,  and  should  be  so  de- 
clared. The  water  commissioners  have  pleaded  that  they  have 
no  interest  in  the  land  or  in  the  sale  thereof,  and  have  no  claim 
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thereoD,  and  tliat  all  of  their  interest  ceased  when  they  made 
return  of  the  assessment  to  the  mayor  and  common  council,  as 
set  forth  in  the  bill.     Tlie  plea  is  set  down  for  argument  at  the 
final  hearing,  on  the  agreement  that  if  it  be  held  bad  a  decree 
shall  be  entered  against  the  commissioners,  as  well  as  the  city,  in 
case  it  be  held  that  the  proceedings  complained  of  in  the  bill  are 
null  and  void  ab  initio ,  the  question  involved  being  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  law.     The  bill  states  that  the  commissioners,  unlawfully 
and  without  any  authority  from  the  complainant,  charged  against 
the  latter  the  amounts  due  the  commissioners  from  the  tenant,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  for  water-rents  lawfully 
assessed  on  the  property.     By  the  act  the  commissioners  are  di- 
rected, from  time  to  time,  to  fix  a  sum  to  be  assessed  annually 
upon  all  vacant  lots  and  lots  with  buildings  thereon  in  the  city 
in  which  Passaic  water  is  not  taken,  and  also  upon  lots  or  build- 
ings where  the  water  is  taken,  if  the  same  are  situated  on  any 
road,  street,  avenue,  lane,  alley  or  court  in  the  city  through  or 
in  which  pipes  for  distributing  the  water  are  laid,  which  prices 
and  sums  so  fixed  and  assessed  are  to  be  denominated  water- 
rents;  that  the  water-rents  and  penalties  for  delaying  payment 
beyond  the  time  fixed  shall,  until  paid,  be  a  lien  on  the  property 
charged  therewith ;  and  that  the  commissioners  shall,  on  and 
after  a  day  specified  in  the  act,  in  each  year  deliver  to  the  mayor 
and  common  council  of  the  city  a  certified  account  of  the  water- 
rents  and  penalties  unpaid,  and  that  they  shall  be  collected  for 
the  commissioners  by  the  means  employed   by  the  city  for  the 
collection  of  taxes.     The  action  of  the  commissioners  with  re- 
spect to  the  lien  terminates  on  the  delivery  of  the  statement  in 
the  act  called  "  the  account "  of  their  assessment ;  and  this  state- 
ment or  account  is  the  record,  and  so  far  as  the  requirements  of 
the  act  are  concerned,  the  only  record,  of  the  assessment.     The 
commissioners  are  not  necessary  parties  to  this  suit.     They  have 
DO  interest  in  the  event  of  it,  nor  are  they  necessary  to  the  relief 
songht     The  assessment  was,  indeed,  made  by  them,  and  not  by 
the  mayor  and  council ;   but  that  does  not,  of  itself,  give  the 
complainant  a  right  to  compel  them  to  answer.     Commissioners 
07  whom  an  assessment  is  made  under  appointment  by  a  munici- 
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pal  body  for  the  cost  of  municipal  improvements,  are  not  proper 
parties  to  a  bill  to  remove  a  cloud  on  title  created  by  their  action 
in  making  the  assessment ;  and  the  commissioners  in  this  case 
stand  in  a  like  relation.  No  decree  can  be  made  against  them. 
They  claim  no  lien  by  virtue  of  their  assessment ;  nor  do  they 
hold  any  record  of  lien — that  is  held  by  the  mayor  and  common 
coundl.  They  have  no  interest  whatever  in  the  subject  of  this 
controversy.  The  complainant's  property  was  sold  to  the  city 
for  terms  of  years,  to  pay  the  assessments,  and,  under  the  act, 
the  amount  for  which  it  was  sold  was  immediately  payable  to 
the  commissioners  out  of  the  city  treasury.  It  cannot  be  re- 
covered back  from  them.  They  are  a  mere  department  of  the 
municipal  government.  As  to  the  grounds  or  elements  of  the 
assessment,  the  commissioners  are  witnesses  merely. 

The  plea  will  be  allowed,  and  a  decree  made  against  the  mayor 
and  common  council  of  the  city,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 
bill. 

Under  the  agreement,  the  bill  will,  as  to  the  commissionera, 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Thomas  W.  James 

V. 

Susan  Lane  and  others. 


Upon  the  application  of  the  widow  of  a  decedent  and  of  the  guardian  of 
his  minor  children,  and  upon  their  promise  to  repay  him  out  of  the  rents  of 
the  property,  the  complainant,  in  order  to  save  the  real  property  of  the  estate 
from  a  forced  sale,  advanced  money  sufficient  to  pay  those  creditors  of  the 
estate  who  had  proved  their  claims.  Afterwards,  and  upon  their  like  solicita- 
tion and  promise,  he  advanced  further  sums  of  money  to  pay  interest  on  a 
mortgage  on  the  property  and  to  make  necessary  repairs.  Only  a  small  por- 
tion of  such  advances  having  been  repaid,  he  demanded  the  balance  of  the 
guardian,  who  thereupon  gave  him  a  power  of  attorney  to  collect  the  rents  and 
appropriate  them  in  satisfaction  of  his  claims,  such  power  acknowledging  that 
his  debt  was  for  money  advanced  for  the  benefit  of  the  property,  and  to  protect 
it  from  a  public  sale.    He  collected  a  small  amount,  and  then  the  guardian, 
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without  assigoing  any  reason,  refused  to  allow  him  to  collect  any  more  rent. 
The  guardian  filed  an  account  in  the  orphann'  court,  but  omitted  complain- 
unt's  claim  therefrom,  and  an  exception  on  that  account  by  the  complainant 
was  dismissed.  After  demanding  payment  of  the  widow  and  guardian,  com- 
plainant filed  a  bill  against  them  for  payment  of  his  claim,  and,  if  the  assets 
should  be  insufficient,  that  the  amount  due  or  the  deficiency  might  be  charged 
on  the  lands.  On  demurrer — Hfld  (the  power  of  attorney  being  still  in  ex- 
istence), that  equity  would  aid  complainant  in  obtaining  payment  of  his  debt 
by  the  collection  of  the  rents  under  the  power,  until  fully  re-imbursed. 


Bill  for  relief.     On  general  demurrer. 
Mr.  H.  P.  ReiUy,  for  demurrants. 
Mr.  J.  N.  BradeUj  for  complainant. 

The  Chanx'ellor. 

The  complaiuant  seeks  to  recover  a  sum  of  money,  $569.74, 
lent  and  advanced  by  him  to  the  defendant,  Hugh  P.  Reilly,  as 
guardian  of  the  minor  children  of  Joseph  Lane,  deceased,  to  pro- 
tect their  real  estate  from  sale  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of 
their  father  (from  whom  it  descended  to  them),  to  pay  interest 
on  a  mortgage  thereon,  and  to  re|)air  the  property,  &c.  Lane,  at 
his  death,  left  a  widow  and  the  before-mentionetl  children.     In 

Note. — While  a  guardian  may  be  liable  for  depreciation  in  the  value  of  his 
ward's  buildings  (  WUlis  v.  Foii J5  Wis.  646;  Irvine  v.  McDowell  4  Mon,  6S9) ; 
and  may  repair  (Oreen  v.  Winter,  1  Johns,  Ch.  26;  Hood  v.  Bridport,  11  Eng. 
I"  <fc  Eq,  271 ;  Cornell  v.  Vanardsdalen,  4  -P«.  St.  364) ;  ordinarily  he  has  no 
authority  to  improve  his  ward's  real  estate  (Haggerty  v.  McOanna,  10  C.  E.  Or, 
-^;  Swdgrast^a  Appeal,  37  Pa.  St.  377;  Keai^net^a  Aceountj  1  Pa.  St.  326;  Lane 
^•.  Taylor^  40  Ind.  405;  Bellinger  v.  Shafer,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  293;  see  Jackson  v. 
'Jaehon,  1  Gratt.  143;  Newton  v.  PooU,  12  Leigh  112;  Powell  v.  North,  3  Ind. 
'^^;  EsU  V.  Strong,  2  Ohio  478;  BonsalPs  Case,  1  Bawle  266;  McOiaeken  v. 
McCneken,  6  Mon.  340) ;  and  while  he  may  be  personally  liable  for  the  cost 
thereof  (Sperry  v.  Fanning,  SO  III.  374;  Findley  v.    Wilson,  3  LiU.  300;  see 

^(Hhrook  V.  Omstoek,  Walk.  Ch.  314;  Robinson  v.  Mersey,  60  Me.  225) ;  the 
P*rty  erecting  the  structures  has  no  lien  therefor  on  the  ward's  lands  {Ouy  v. 
^  Vprey,  16  Gal.  195;  Copley  v.  ONiel^  57  Barb.  299,  39  H<ad.  iV.  41;  Me- 
<^?.  Cbrter,  40  lU,  53;  Payne  v.  Stone,  7  Sm.  &  Marsh.  367 ;  see  Davis  v. 


\ 
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February^  1875,  letters  of  administration  of  his  estate  and  guard- 
ianship of  the  children  were  granted  to  Frederick  T.  Farrier. 
A  rule  of  the  orphans  court  was  made  at  that  time,  requiring  the 
creditors  of  the  estate  to  bring  in  their  debts  within  a  limited 
period,  and  a  decree  barring  all  who  had  not  come  in  was  made 
in  November  following.  On  a  representation  of  insolvency,  an 
onler  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  to  pay  debts  was  sub- 
sequently made,  but  in  April,  1876,  the  administrator  was,  for 
some  cause,  restrained  by  the  court  from  makiiig  the  sale.  The 
creditors,  or  some  of  them,  threatening  to  proceed  to  obtain  a  ssile 
of  the  property  to  pay  their  debts,  the  widow  and  Hugh  P. 
Reilly,  who  in  June,  1876,  was  appointed  guardian  in  the  place 
of  Farrier,  applied  to  the  complainant  and  requested  him  to  ad- 
vance to  the  guardian  the  money  necessary  to  psiy  the  claims  of 
the  creditors  who  had  proved  their  debts  within  the  period  limited 
by  the  before-mentioned  rule,  and  so  enable  them  to  save  the 
property  from  the  inevitable  sacrifice  of  a  public  sale  in  the  then 
depressed  condition  of  the  real  estate  market.  He  consented  and 
complied  with  their  request,  and  accordingly  advanced  to  the 
guardian  the  money  requisite  to  pay  the  claims  of  the  creditorh 
which  amounted  to  $213.29  ;  the  guardian  and  the  widow,  whose 
dower  had  not  and  has  not  yet  been  assigned,  agreeing  to  repay 
him  out  of  the  rents  of  the  property  on  request.  He  afterwards, 
on  the  like  solicitation  of  the  widow  and  guardian,  and  on  the 


I 


Bradford,  24  yfe.  340) ;  nor  can  the  guardian  be  re-imbursed  for  advances  by 
him  for  such  purpo8e:4  (Hassan  v.  Botcf,  11  Barb,  /-')  ;  a  guardian  cannot  mort- 
gage his  ward's  lands  (Jlerritt  v.  Simpson,  41  HI-  S91 ;  2\son  v.  Lafrobe,  4^  Md. 
S:t5;  see  Mohr  v.  Tvdip,  40  \VU.  00;  Winbornc  v.  White,  oy  A.  C,  -V,/) ;  althongl 
if  he  purchaise  property  mortgaged,  he  holds  it  f<.»r  the  benefit  of  the  wards,  sul>- 
ject,  of  course,  to  the  encumbrance  (Smith  v.  Maxicell,  7  Mon.  OoJ) ;  and  ha^ 
power  to  redeem  it  (Alarrin  v.  SckiUingj  12  Mich.  3J0) ;  he  may  not  obtain  an 
order  of  sale  for  the  mere  purpoj»e  of  paying  off*  a  mortgage  on  the  p^emi8t'^ 
{Orefnbaum  v.  Greenbaum,  SI  III.  367 ;  see  Smith  v.  Sdckrtf,  10  III.  't34  ;  Shim. 
V.  Budd,  1  McCart.  234). 

In  Louisiana,  a  mortgage  given  by  a  guardian  on  the  ward's  lands  for  tlit: 
purpose  of  making  repairs,  paying  taxes,  and  providing  for  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  the  ward,  is  valid  and  a  preferred  claim  (Beauregard  v.  Lertav 
SO  La.  Ann,  502). 

In  Eastwood  v.  Kenyon,  11  A.  ^  E.  4-^*  a  guardian  borrowed  money  of  A 
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like  agreement  for  repayment,  advanced  more  inoftcy,  to  the 
amount  of  $511.60^  to  make  needed  repairs  upon  the  property, 
to  pay  interest  on  a  mortgage  thereon,  and  to  make  other  pay- 
ments which  were  necessary  to  be  made  to  save  the  property  from 
sale.  They  having  repaid  him  only  $76.15  of  the  money  ad- 
vanced, he,  in  March,  1878,  demanded  payment  of  the  balance, 
$649.74,  and  the  guardian  gave  him  a  power  of  attorney,  au- 
thorizing him  to  collect  the  rents  until  he  should  he  paid  in  full, 
and  after  paying  taxes,  insurance  premiums  and  interest,  and 
making  necessary  repairs,  to  apply  the  balance  to  the  payment  of 
his  debt.  To  obtain  this  power  of  attorney  he  was  compelled  to 
advance  $100  more  (which  he  did  on  the  like  agreement  for  re- 
payment), to  put  the  property  in  tenantable  order.  The  power 
of  attorney  acknowledges  that  his  debt  was  for  money  advanced 
by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  property,  and  to  protect  it  from 
sale.  Under  the  power  he  collected  $80,  and  then  the  guardian 
without  assigning  any  reason  for  so  doing,  refused  to  permit  him 
to  collect  any  more  rent.  Subsequently,  the  guardian  filed  his 
account,  but  it  was  silent  as  to  the  debt  due  the  complaiuaut.  The 
latter  excepted  to  it,  thus  seeking  to  obtiiin  payment,  but  the 
exception  was  dismissed.  The  guardian  and  the  widow  refusing 
to  pay  him,  he  filed  his  bill  to  compel  the  guardian  to  pay  his 
debt,  and  if  the  latter  has  not  assets  enough  in  his  liands  to  do 
so,  to  charge  the  amount,  or  any  deficiency  which  may  exist  after 


which  he  expended  in  his  ward's  maintenance  and  education,  in  improving  the 
ward's  land,  and  in  paying  the  interest  on  a  mortgage  thereon ;  tlie  ward,  when 
of  age,  approved  such  expenditures,  and  promised  to  pay  A's  note,  and  in  fact 
paid  one  year's  interest  on  it ;  the  ward's  husband,  after  his  marriage,  assented 
thereto,  enjoyed  the  improved  estate,  and  promised  the  guardian  to  pay  the 
note.— IfeW,  the  husband  was  not  liable,  because  no  sufficient  consideration  for 
'iw  promise  was  averred. 

One  advancing  money  to  pay  an  intestate's  debts,  accpiires  no  lion  therefor 
on  the  lands  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  {Lieby  v.  Parks,  4  Ohio  4^9). 

"iiere  A  and  B  are  the  joint-owners  of  a  house,  and  A  Jiad  laid  out  in  im- 
provements thereon  moneys  he  had  obtained  from  B. — Heldy  that  B  had  no  lien 
on  the  house  for  the  amount  {Kay  v.  Johnston,  ;^1  Beat,  oSC ;  Ourtm  v.  WhiU', 
Ckrke  389). 

The  fact  that  one  furnished  the  money  with  which  grain  was  purchased, 
'^otild  give  him  no  specific  lien  thereon  {Hod'jes  v.  Khnball,  /^  Iowa  077 }. 
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appljing  such  assets,  oo  the  real  estate.  The  defendants  have 
filed  a  general  demorrer.  That  the  complainant  ought  in  eqoitr 
to  have  satisfaction  for  his  claim  out  of  the  estate,  tha«  is  no 
room  to  doubt.  He  has,  according  to  the  bill,  advanceil  the 
money  necessary  to  save  the  property  to  the  widow  and  children. 
So  signal  a  service  ought  not  to  have  been  requited  by  a  denial 
of  repayment,  and  the  cf>mplainant  should  have  justice  here.  The 
old  case  of  Hooper  v.  Eyles,  2  Vfm,  IfSO^  is  cited  by  the  demur- 
rants. There,  an  infant  had  an  estate  subject  to  a  money  charge, 
and  the  money  being  called  for  and  his  guardian  being  unable  to 
pay  it,  the  guardian  borrowed  it  from  the  complainant  and  paid 
off  the  encumbrance,  and  promLse<l  to  give  the  complainant  a 
security  for  the  advance,  but  died  before  she  had  done  so.  The 
cr>mplainant  sought  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  debt  out  of  the 
infant's  pro[)erty  by  subrogation  to  the  rights  of  the  encum- 
brancer, but  that  was  denied,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
contract  or  agreement  to  charge  the  money  on  the  land,  and, 
therefore,  the  money  could  not  be  followed,  nor  the  land  be 
charged  with  it.  The  court,  however,  did  not  deny  all  relief; 
but  it  appearing  that  the  guardian  had  distributed  more  than 
she  had  received  out  of  the  infant's  estate,  an  account  was 
ordered,  with  direction  to  raise  any  amount  which  should  appear 
to  be  due  to  the  guardian  out  of  the  infant's  estate,  and  apply  it 
to  the  payment  of  the  complainant's  debt.  In  this  court,  in 
Haggerty  v.  McCanna,  10  C.  E,  Gr.  4^,  the  amount  of  a  mort- 
gage on  an  infant's  land  paid  off  by  a  stepfather,  was,  under  the 
circumstances,  charged  on  the  land.  In  this  case,  the  bill  allies 
in  substance  that  the  money  was  advanced  on  the  faith  of  an 
agreement  that  it  should  be  repaid  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  real  estate  to  save  which  it  was  borrowed.     Also,  that  a 


One  who  advances  money  as  a  loan,  although  made  expressly  for  the  pay- 
ment of  materials  and  labor  in  the  erection  of  a  building,  can  have  no  claim  to 
the  benefit  of  a  mechanics'  lien  thereon  {Oodeffray  v.  Caldwell,  2  Ocd.  4S9 ;  Chy- 
lord  V.  Loughridge,  60  Tex.  67S ;  Cairo  R.  R.  v.  Faekney,  78  JU,  116;  Dart  v. 
Mayhew,  60  Oa.  105;  McCuUough  v.  Kibler,  6  Rich.  (N,  S.)  40S ;  Weather tby 
V.  SUeper,  4i  Min.  752;  see  also  Xee  v.  Muggridge,  IV.&B.  118, 5  Tauni,  56  ; 
HemjMl  r.  MeClimans,  £4  Pa.  St,  567;  laege  v.  Boiaaeux,  15  OraU.  85.) 
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power  of  attorney  was  accordingly  given  to  the  complainant^  au- 
thorizing and  empowering  him  to  collect  the  rents  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debt  until  tiie  debt  should  have  been  fully  satisfied. 
It  was  and  is  inequitable  in  the  guardian  to  prevent  (for  such  is, 
substantially,  the  statement  of  the  bill  in  that  respect)  the  collec- 
tion of  rent  under  the  power  before  payment  of  the  debt  in  full, 
and  this  court  will,  under  the  circumstances  at  least  (and  it  is 
not  necessary  now  to  go  further),  aid  the  complainant  in  obtain- 
ing satisfaction  of  his  claim  for  advances  out  of  the  rents.     The 
advances  were  evidently  made  on  the  security  of  the  pledge  of 
the  rents.     The  power  of  attorney,  which  is  still  in  existence,  was 
given  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  the 
rents.     The  collection  of  the  rents  has  been  interfered  with  and 
prevented  by  the  guardian,  and  he  and  the  widow  (she  is  now 
married  to  him)  refuse  to  pay  the  complainant.     The  estate  has 
had  the  benefit  of  the  advances.     They  were  its  salvation. 
The  demurrer  will  be  overruled. 


i 


William  A.  Casper,  executor, 

V. 

Frank  P.  Walker  and  others. 

A  testator  gave  to  his  wife  $4,000,  "  the  same  to  be  put  at  interest  in  some 
«afe  investment,  and  secured  to  her  during  her  natural  life."  He  also  gave 
her  an  annuity  of  $400,  charged  on  his  homestead  farm,  which  he  gave  to  his 
only  child,  and  added,  "  It  is  further  my  will  that  the  said  Amy  reside  on  the 
aforesaid  farm  after  my  decease,  and  take  proper  care  of  the  same.  In  case 
they  (I  mean  Amy  and  her  husband)  should  not  see  proper  to  move  on  the 
ame,  then  I  order  my  executor  to  sell  the  same  farm  at  public  vendue  to  the 
highest  bidder ;  but  there  is  nothing  herein  contained  that  affects  the  dower 
of  ^00  devised  to  my  wife  aforesaid."  Testator  died  in  1869,  and  shortly 
afterwards  Amy  and  her  husband  removed  to  the  farm  and  occupied  it  for 
two  years,  when  they  leased  it  until  1880,  and  then  returned,  and  now  reside 
thereon.— fleW, 

(1)  That  the  gift  of  $4,000  to  his  wife  was  absolute 
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(2)  That  Amy's  estate  in  the  farm  was  a  fee  simple,  chargeable  with  the 
annuity  of  $400,  and  not  defeasible  on  her  ceasing  to  reside  thereon. 


Bill  for  construction  of  will. 

Mr.  C,  H.  Sinnickson,  for  complainant. 

The  Chancellor. 

Ebenezer  Peterson  died  in  1869,  leaving  his  widow,  Clarissa. 
C,  and  his  daughter  Amy,  his  only  heirs  at  law,  surviving.  By 
his  will  he  provided  as  follows :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
beloved  wife,  Clarissa  C.  Peterson,  the  sum  of  $4,000,  the 
same  to  be  put  at  interest  in  some  safe  investment,  and  se- 
cured to  her  during  her  natural  life."  "  Also,  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  my  said  wife  the  annual  income  of  $400,  to  be 
paid  half-yearly  from  the  farm  where  1  now  reside,  in  the 
township  of  Lower  Penn^s  Neck,  purchased  of  Thomas  D. 
Brad  way;  the  said  income  to  be  paid  in  full,  without  any  de- 

NoTE. — The  following  cases  show  what  words  confer  on  a  devisee  the  right 
to  reside  on  the  lands  devised  : 

That  testator's  daughters  should  not  be  deprived  of  a  home  while  they  re- 
mained single  (Nelson  v.  NelsoUf  10  Ohio  282) ;  that  a  mother  "  may  be  per- 
mitted to  occupy  "  lands  devised  to  testator's  children  [SnotchiU  v.  SnowhUlj  •> 
Zab.  447) ;  that ''  C.  shall  have  a  home,  during  her  natural  life,  on  the  farm 
hereinbefore  bequeathed  to  W."  (  WUleU  v.  Carroll,  13  Md,  4^9) ;  that  "I  also 
allow  my  son  to  give  her  [testator's  widow]  a  support  off  my  plantation  during 
her  life"  (Hunter  v.  Stembrid^e,  12  Qa,  192;  see  Cabem  v.  Gordon,  1  HiWs  Ch, 
51) ;  that  "  T.  take  care  of  his  grandmother  as  long  as  she  lives ;  and  she  is  to 
live  on  the  land  I  now  live  on,  and  to  have  the  benefit  of  living  on  it  as  long 
as  she  may  live"  (Gentry  v.  Jones,  6  J.  J,  Marsh.  14S) ;  that  testator's  daughter 
should  have  ''  the  use  and  improvement  of  so  much  of  my  house  as  she  may 
need  during  her  life,  and  also  a  privilege  at  the  fire,  which  I  have  made  for 
my  wife,  while  they  live  together  "  (Kingman  v.  Kingman,  121  Mass.  249) ;  that 
testator's  widow,  to  whom  a  house  had  been  given  for  life,  should  ^^  keep  his 
house  open  to  any  of  his  children  that  may  be  or  have  been  indigent  or  un- 
fortunate "  (Lewis  V.  Iteed,  10  Gcl  29$) ;  that  testator's  widow  have  "  the  reason- 
able use  of  two  suitable  rooms  in  the  house  that  we  may  happen  to  dwell  in 
at  the  time  of  my  decease"  {Beeson  v.  EUioU,  1  Del.  Ch.  368);  "the  full 
privilege  of  the  house,  and  water  and  firewood"  {Craig  v.  Craig,  Bail.  Eq. 
10£) ;  **  as  a  residence  for  her  [testator's  widow]  and  any  of  my  daughters 
who  may  remain  single"  (JKwra  v.  Riwrs,  9  Rich,  Eq,  203) \  "the  use  of 
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d actions  for  taxes  or  other  expenses,  this  being  my  expressed 
wish  and  will.  Also,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  beloved 
wife,  Clarissa  C,  the  choice  of  all  my  household  goods  and 
furniture,  or  the  whole  of  them,  if  she  chooses,  without  any 
reservation." 

"  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  daughter,  Amy  R.  Turner, 
wife  of  Jonathan  I.  Turner,  the  homestead  farm  where  I  now 
reside,  in  tlie  township  of  Lower  Penn's  Neck,  adjoining  lands 
of  John  Dunn  and  Elijah  W.  Dunn,  containing  about  105  acres, 
more  or  less,  save  the  legacy  of  $400  per  year  payable  to  my 
wife,  Clarissa,  as  above  specified." 

"  It  is  further  ray  will  tliat  the  said  Amy  R.  Turner  reside  on 
the  aforesaid  farm  after  my  decease,  and  take  proper  care  of  the 
same.  In  case  tliey  (I  mean  Amy  R.  Turner  and  her  husband) 
should  not  see  proper  to  move  on  the  same,  then  I  order  my 
executor,  hereinafter  named,  to  sell  the  same  farm  at  public 
vendue  to  the  highest  bidder ;  but  there  is  nothing  herein  con- 


i 


the  mansion-house  and  furniture,  and  usual  family  accommodations  '*  (Pirick- 
ney  v.  Pineknej/j  2  Rich,  Eq,  218) ;  "  and  to  live  and  remain,  as  long  as  she  is 
onmarried,  in  my  house,  and  enjoy  the  same  privileges  as  she  now  does " 
{Matck  V.  Nason,  21  VL  115) ;  "my  wife  is  to  have  a  home  and  good  support 
as  long  as  she  lives  on  the  home  premises — board  and  clothing,  etc"  (Good- 
rich's  Case,  38  Wis,  402). 

A  devise  to  testator's  wife  for  life,  and  then,  "  It  is  my  wish  my  son  W.  should 
live  with  his  mother ; "  and  after  her  death  the  fee  to  be  his  own,  gives  no 
present  estate  in  the  land  to  W.  (Head  v.  Headf  7  Jones  620),  A  devise  of  a 
lot  for  life,  and  of  $10,000  to  enable  the  devisee  to  build  a  house  thereon,  does 
not  compel  him  to  build  the  house  {Ashe  v.  Ashe,  Mich.  Eq,  Cos.  580 ;  see  Five 
Points  House  v.  Amerman,  11  Hun  161;  Beckys  Appeal,  46  Pa.  St,  527). 

The  following  words  were  held  to  render  the  devise  conditional  upon  the 
devisee's  residence  on  the  premises :  that  "  if  A.  refuses  to  dwell  there  himself, 
or  keep  in  his  own  possession"  (Doe  v.  Hawke,  2  East  481) ;  that  "  every  such 
person  shall  live  and  reside  on  the  said  estate  called  Juts  "  (FiUingham  v. 
Bnmdeyy  Tarn.  <fc  JRuss.  580) ;  that  the  use  and  enjoyment  should  be  offered, 
rent  free,  to  his  eldest  child  for  the  time  being,  as  long  as  he  or  she  should 
plewe,  and  in  case  of  refusal,  or  of  his  or  her  ceasing  to  occupy  the  same,  then 
t(j his  other  children  in  succession  (Ma^iaren  v.  StainUm,  4  Jur.  (N,  S.)  199) ; 
that  the  devisee  should  "  reside  "  in  the  mansion-house  for  six  months  in  every 
jetr  [Waleol  y.  Botfield,  Kay  534) ;  that  the  devisee's  estate  should  be  forfeited 
i&  case  he  did  not  make  the  mansion-house  **  his  usual  and  common  place  of 
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tained  that  affects  the  dower  of  $400  devised  to  my  wife  afore- 
said." 

"Further,  I  order  and  direct  the  balance  of  my  personal 
property,  after  securing  the  $4,000,  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween my  wife,  Clarissa  C,  and  my  daughter.  Amy  R.  Turner." 

The  $4,000  have  been  duly  invested,  and  the  interest  paid  to 
the  widow.  The  questions  submitted  are :  What  interest  does 
the  widow  take  in  tlie  $4,000  ?  wliat  estate  does  the  daughter 
take  in  the  farm  under  the  devise  thereof  to  her?  and  is  that 
estate  defeasible  on  lier  ceasing  to  reside  on  the  property  ? 

The  gift  of  $4,000  to  the  testator's  wife  is  absolute  in  its 
terms.  It  is  not  given  over  in  any  event,  either  expressly  or  by 
implication.  The  will,  indeed,  provides  that  it  shall  be  invested 
for  and  secured  to  her  during  her  life ;  but  that  is  merely  a  pro- 
vision as  to  the  manner  of  its  enjoyment  by  her  during  her  life; 
the  gift  of  the  fund  is,  neverthess,  absolute,  subject  to  the  quali- 
fying trust.     Woodtoard  y.  Woodward,  1  C.  E,  Gr.  83;  Kay  v. 


abode  and  residence "  (  Wynne  v.  Fletcher^  24  Beat.  430) ;  that  the  person  en- 
titled should,  with  his  family,  reside  at  the  mansion-house,  and  make  it  his 
principal  place  of  abode  {Dunne  v.  DunnCf  3  Sm,  &  Giff.  S2^  7  DtQ.  M,  &  G. 
$07)  ;*"on  the  express  condition  only  that  she  remove  into  and  live  in  said 
house,  herself  and  family"  {Hart  v.  Ckesley,  18  N.  H,  373);  "that  my  wife  in 
to  keep  my  cliildren,  and  raise  them,  and  give  them  a  sufficient  schooling  ** 
{Crawford  v.  Patterson^  11  Grati.  364);  that  a  plantation  be  given  to  E. 
and  M.,  "provided  they  come  and  live  on  it"  {Lowe  v.  Cloud,  45  Go.  4S1); 
that  "  B.  should  remain  on  the  farm,"  and  pay  certain  cliarges  {Lindsey  v. 
Lindsey,  4^  Ind,  652) ;  that  lands  should  go  to  O.,  "  providing  he  shall  live 
on  the  place,  and  carry  it  on  in  a  workmanlike  manner  {MarsUm  v.  Marstcm, 
47  Me,  495,    See,  further,  Moort  v.  Gamble,  1  Stock.  246). 

But  a  condition  that  if  any  of  the  devisees  "shall  not  settle  on  my  land,  or 
those  now  settled  will  not  remain  on  said  land,  but  will  remove  off  and  leave 
the  same,"  was  deemed  void  {Fardue  v.  Givensj  1  Jones  Eq.  306) ;  so,  a  devise 
to  testator's  children,  "  in  case  they  continue  to  inhabit  the  town  of  H."  {New- 
kerk  V.  Newkerkj  2  Caines  545 ;  see  Beeves  v.  Craig,  1  Winst.  209 ;  Keeler  v. 
Keeler,  59  Vt.  550;  Wren  v.  Bradley,  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  49;  Boss  v.  lies,  20  W. 
B,  858) ;  so,  if  a  devisee  should  not  cease  to  reside  in  S.,  within  a  limited  time 
( WUkineon  v.  Wilkinaon,  L.  B.  {12  Eq.)  604;  Fiyrward  v.  Thamer,  9  GraU.  637). 

The  following  words  were  held  not  to  be  conditional,  but  that  the  devisee 
might  reside  elsewhere  withoat  forfeiting  the  devise;  that  testator's  wife 
''shall  have  her  maintenance  off  of  the  farm  devised  to  J.  while  she  lives^ 
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Kay,  S  Gr.  Ch.  495;  Hawk,  on  Wills  ^68;  Gulick  v.  Gulick,  10 
C.  E.  Gr.  32  ;  S.  C.  on  appeal,  12  C.  E,  Gr.  498. 

The  devise  of  the  homestead  farm  to  Amy  is  in  fee,  subject  to 
the  charge  of  the  aunuity  to  the  widow.  It  is  not  defeasible  by 
her  non-residence  on  the  property.  The  testator  declares  that 
it  is  his  will  that  Amy  reside  on  the  farm  after  his  death,  and 
take  pro))er  care  of  it,  and  provides  that  in  case  she  and  her 
husband  should  not  "see  proper  to  move  on  the  same,"  his  ex- 
ecutor sell  it.  He  adds  a  further  provision  that  such  conversion 
of  the  farm  into  money  shall  not  affect  the  gift  of  the  annuity 
charged  thereon  in  tlie  devise.  Amy  is  the  testator's  only  heir 
at  law.  He  died,  as  before  stated,  in  1869.  Soon  after  his 
death,  Amy  and  her  husband  removed  to  tiie  farm,  %ind  resided 
there  for  about  two  years.  They  then  leased  it,  and  it  wa«  occu- 
pied by  their  tenant.  In  the  spring  of  1880  they  returned  to 
it,  and  ever  since  then  have  resided  thereon. 

The  intention  of  the  testator,  in  the  provision  under  considera- 

*    *    *    that  J.  is  to  let  her  have  the  house  while  she  lives,  and  to  furnish 
herwith  everything  necessary  to  her  comfort"  {Tope  v.  Topc^  18  Ohio  5S0) ; 
that  she  should   have  "a  comfortable  room"  and  ''sufficient  maintenance 
during  her  natural  life"  (Steele b  Appeal,  47  Pa.  St,  437);  that  "my  five 
daughters  shall  have  a  home  in  the  house,  and  a  reasonable  and  moderate 
aopport,  during  their  single  lives,  from  the  said  farm" — not  lost  by  one  be- 
coming a  sister  of  charily  {Donnelly  v.  Edelen^  40  Md.  117) ;  that  "I  give  unto 
my  wife  E.  the  use  of  that  part  of  my  house  which  I  now  occupy,  during  her 
widowhood,  and  her  full  and  comfortable  support,"  &c.,  ( Van  Duyne  v.  Van 
DmfWf  1  MeOart.  49) ;  that  A.  should  have  "  the  right  to  occupy  and  possess 
ny  estate  called  Bellegrove,  and  the  furniture,  &c.,  there  or  elsewhere,  during 
her  natural  life  and  widowhood "  {Kearney  v.  Kearney^  S  C.  E.  Ch.  69,  504 ; 
lee  Mvrphy  v.  Murphy,  SO  Oa.  540) ;   that  a  son  to  whom  a  farm  had  been 
gifen  "  afford  a  lawful  maintenance  to  my  daughter  A.  and  her  two  daughters, 
from  said  farm,  as  long  as  they  live  and  shall  want  the  same,"  and  that  "A. 
ihall  abide  and  have  a  lawful  maintenance,  and  her  two  daughters  with  her, 
QQ  said  farm,  as  long  as  the  said  A.  lives  and  her  two  daughters  shall  want 
th«ir  maintenance" — as  to  the  daughters  after  A.'s  death  {Stillwell  v.  Pease,  S 
Or*  Ch,  74) ;  that  "  my  mother  is  to  have  her  support  on  my  estate,  to  the 
VDoont  of  forty  dollars  a  year,  if  she  chooses  to  remain  on  my  estate,  and  if 
die  chooses  to  go  away,  she  is  to  be  paid  the  sum  of  forty  dollars  a  year  during 
henuUural  life," — and  she  goes  away,  the  devisee  is  still  liable,  and  not  the 
executor  {Henry  y.  Barrett,  6  Allen  600) ;  that  "it  is  my  desire  that  my  son 
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tion,  was  not  to  defeat  the  devise  to  his  daughter,  but  to  secure 
the  property  against  want  of  care.  He  not  only  does  not  pro- 
vide that,  in  case  of  non-compliance  with  his  direction,  the  farm 
shall  go  over  to  some  one  else,  but  lie  makes  no  provision  what- 
ever in  that  connection,  except  that  the  farm  be  converted  by 
his  executor  into  money,  by  sale.  He  makes  no  disposition  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  property  after  conversion.  The  residuary 
clause  is  confined  by  its  terms  to  his  personal  estate.  If  the  farm 
M'ere  converted  under  this  provision,  the  proceeds  subject  to  the 
annuity  would  go  to  Amy,  under  the  devise;  and,  apart  from 
that,  it  would  go  to  her  as  lieir.  The  annuity  is  given  expressly 
in  lieu  of  dower.  That  the  testator  did  not  mean  to  provide 
that  his  daugliter  should  reside  on  tlie  property  for  life  is  evi- 
denced by  the  use  of  the  word  "move"  in  the  second  clause. 
In  the  first,  he  expresses  his  desire  that  she  and  her  husband 
sliould  reside  on  the  farm  and  take  proper  care  of  it.  In  the 
second,  he  orders  that  if  they  do  not  "  see  proper  to  move  on  " 

Aaron  remove  back  to  this  country,  and  to  have  them  [slaves],  but  not  to  take 
them  to  jiny  other  part  of  the  country"  {Harris  v.  Heame^  Winst,  Eq.  91). 

The  devisee  might  let  the  premises  to  another ;  that  testator's  two  sons  might 
have  the  "  use  and  occupation  "  of  certain  lands,  by  paying  a  stated  rent 
{Eabbeth  v.  Squire^  19  Beav.  70) ;  that  W.  "  may  have  the  choice  of  those  two 
rooms  which  shall  the  best  suit  her,  because  I  desire  that  the  said  W.  should 
be  sure  of  a  shelter  during  the  time  she  may  live"  ( Wugihoff  v.  Draeourt,  o 
WcUts  24O) ;  that  a  widow  might  have  "the  free  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
portions  of  the  house  "  which  she  and  testator  then  occupied  ( Tobiw  v.  Oohuj 
S6  N.  Y.  363) ;  "  the  free  occupancy  of  any  house  in  my  possession,  for  her 
life,  free  of  any  payments  or  charge  whatever "  {Mannox  v.  Greater ^  L,  M. 
(U  Eq.)  4-'i6). 

See,  further,  Trammel  v.  Johnston^  54  Ga.  341 ;  WhUtome  v.  Lamb^  IS  M.  <fc 
W.  SIS  ;  Thtmas  v.  Boydy  15  Ind.  333;  Davis  v.  Vincent,  1  Houst,  ^i^/  Smith 
V.  Jewett,  40  N.  H.  530. . 

The  devise  is  not  forfeited  if  the  condition  be  broken  by  the  act  of  God,  as 
by  death  (Sutdiffe  v.  Richardson,  L.  R,  (13  Eq,)  607;  McLachlan  v.  McLach- 
lan,  9  Paige  534;  Sampson  v.  Down,  2  Chit.  5S9 ;  see  Hayward  v.  AngeU,  1 
Vem.  223) ;  or  insanity  {Bums  v.  Clark,  37  Barb.  496) ;  or  by  destruction  of 
the  house  devised,  Jby  fire  {Schanck  v.  Arrotosmith,  1  Stock.  314y  330  ;  TUden  v. 
Tilden,  13  Gray  103) ;  or  by  leaving  the  premises  through  constraint  {Jordan^ 
V.  Clark,  1,.C..E.  Gr.  243;  Roe  v.  Roe,  6  C.  E,  Gr.  253;  Craven  v.  Bleakney,  9 
WaUs  19  ;JIoffebo<m  v.  Hall,  £4  Wend.  I4S;  Huekabee  y.Swoope,  90  Ala.  4^1 ; 
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the  property,  the  executor  is  to  sell  it.     There  is  no  evidence  of 
any  intention  on  his  part  to  compel  his  daugliter  to  reside  on  the 
farm,  as  a  condition  of  her  title  to  it  under  the  devise.     The 
language  of  the  first  clause  is  merely  expressive  of  liis  desire. 
It  has  no  mandatory  character,  but  is  merely  precatory.     The 
provision,  taken  altogether,  is  as  if  he  had  said  that  his  daughter 
nnd  her  husband  occupy  his  homestead  farm,  as  their  home,  im- 
mediately after  his  death,  and  enter  on  such  occupation  and  care 
for  it  accordingly ;  but  if  such  should  not  be  their  wish,  then, 
iu  order  to  secure  it  against  depreciation  from  want  of  care,  he 
directed  that  it  be  converted  into  cash,  the  sale  to  be  subject  to 
the  annuity-charge,  but  the  process  to  go  to  his  daughter.    The 
<laughter  moved  to,  and  resided  on,  the  farm  for  about  two 
years,  and  then  leasee!  it,  and  again  removed  to  it,  and  now  re- 
sides thereon.     There  is  no  provision  that  in  case  she,  having 
moved  to  it,  leaves  it  and  ceases  to  reside  there^  the  property 
shall  be  sold,  but  merely  that  it  shall  be  sold  if  she  does  not  see 
proj)er  to  move  there  at  all.     The  provision  for  sale  is  limited  in 
its  operation  by  its  terms,  and   there  is  no  reason   for  going 
beyond  the  literal  import  of  them.     To  do  so  would  be  to  ex- 
see  Philips  V.  Walkery  Z  Bro.  P.  C,  198) ;  or  by  taking  possession  of  the  premises 
vith  a  bona  fide  intention  of  permanently  residing  there,  and  subsequently  re- 
moving (Brundage  v.  Domestic  5bc.,  60  Barb.  204;   Hunt  v.  Beesony  18  Ind, 
^80) ;  or  by  going  to  sea  (Shaw  v.  Slewardf  1  A.  &  E.  300) ;  or  by  temporary 
absence  [Hart  v.  Chesky,  IS  N.  H,  383;  see  McKissick  v.  PickU^  16  Pa.  SL 
W) — aliterf  as  to  an  absence  of  several  yeara   {Crawford  v.  Patierwn,  11  OralL 
^^) ;  or  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  devisee  ( Ooldney's  Case,  3  Deae.  570) ;  or 
by  impossibility  of  performance  through  testator's  act  (Bunburry  v.  Doran^  Ir. 
L  R.  {8  a  L.)  616,  (9  C.  L.)  284;  Heam  v.  Canium,  4  Hornt.  20;  Martin  v. 
Boilou,  13  Barb.  119;  Lamb  v  MUlcr,  18  Pa.  St.  448;   Walker  v.  Walker,  2  De 
0.  F.  4&  J.  255) ;  or  by  ofieration  of  law  (Adams  v.  Bass,  18  Ga.  130 ;  Curry 
V.  Qurry,  30  Go.  253;  Miller  v.  Lewis,  33  Ga.  61 ;   Tennille  v.  Phelps,  40  Ga. 
^^*  ;  Maddoz  v.  Maddoz,  11  Grati.  804) ;  or  by  the  voluntary  release  or  waiver 
of  the  person  entitled   to  a  performance  (Jones  v.  Bramblet,  1  Soain.  276 ; 
Pdro  v.  Cassiday,  13  Ind.  289;   Boone  v.  Tipton,  15  Ind.  270;   Bush  v.  Bush, 
40  Ind.  83;    Crawford  v.  Woods,  6  Bush  200;    Wilson  v.  Wilson,  38  Me.  18; 
Simonds  v.  Sim^mds,  3   Meic.  558;   Spaulding   v.   HaUenheck,   39   Barb.   79; 
BrevtUr  V.  Brewster,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  22;   Buckmaster  v.  Needham,  22   Vt.  617; 
Wdky.  Wells,  S7  Vt,  4S3 ;  see  Frost  v.  Butler,  7  Me.  225;  ManweU  v.  Bi^gs, 
17  VU  176;  BMcard  ▼.  Hubba^,  12  AUen  586).— Rep. 
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tend  tliem  indefiuitelv ;  for  it  would  not  even  be  limited  br,  and 
cease  with,  the  annuity.  Sudi  construction  would  give  the  ex- 
ecutor power  to  sdl  whenever  the  daughter  should  cease  to  reside 
oo  the  farm.  The  testator  undoubtedly  contemplated  no  audi 
oonstruction.  What  he  meant  was,  that  in  case  his  daughter 
should  not  be  willing,  at  his  decease,  to  enter  on  the  oecupancr 
of  the  farm  as  her  residence,  it  should  then  be  sold ;  and  if  sold, 
it  should  be  sold  sulject  to  the  annuity,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  should  go  to  her.  He  did  not  intend  to  cloud  her  title  with 
an  ever-impending  power  of  sale.  The  executor  has  not  now, 
and  will  not  have,  any  duty  in  respect  to  the  sale  of  the  farm. 


BiCHABD  Weslino,  Administrator, 

V. 

Peter  Schrass  et  al. 

To  a  judgment-creditor's  bill  to  tei  aside  a  conTejanoe  of  lands,  alleged  to 
be  frmodalent  as  against  such  creditor,  to  which  the  grantor  (the  debtor),  hi» 
wife  and  their  granU^e  were  made  defendants,  the  wife  did  not  demur,  as  she 
miglit  have  done,  bat  filed  a  plea  setting  forth  a  sheriff's  sale  and  convejance 
of  the  premises  to  her,  under  an  execution  issued  out  of  thb  court  against  her 
hosband  and  another,  before  the  alleged  fraudulent  conveyance. — Held,  on  ar- 
gument of  the  plea,  that  it  is  not  good,  because  it  does  not  set  out  anv  order  or 
decree  on  which  the  execution  issued. 


On  plea  to  creditor's  bill. 

Mr.  A.  I.  Smithy  for  the  plea. 

Mr.  M.  Brdz/ddy  contra. 

The  Chancelldb. 

The  bill  is  filed  by  a  judgment-creditor  of  the  defendant,  Peter 
Schra«,  against  him  and  his  wife  and  Jacob  Lenly,  to  set  aside  as 
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fraudulent,  as  against  the  judgment,  a  deed  of  real  property  in 
Hudson  county,  made  by  Schrass  and  his  wife  to  Lenly,  for 
property  of  Schrass,  as  the  bill  alleges.  The  debt  on  which  the 
judgment  was  recovered  was  contracted  May  Ist,  1871,  and  the 
deed  is  dated  October  3d,  1877.  Schrass  and  his  wife  plead  that 
a  writ  o{  fieri  facias  de  bonis  et  terria  was  issued  out  of  this  court 
September  21st,  1877,  against  John  Kuppler  and  Schrass,  directed 
to  the  sheriff  of  Hudson  county,  to  whom  it  was  delivered,  and 
that  under  it  the  sheriff  duly  sold  and  conveyed  the  interest  of 
Schrass  in  the  property  in  question  to  Schrass's  wife,  for  $372, 
which  were  paid  by  her  out  of  her  separate  estate.  The  bill 
neither  states  this  conveyance  nor  makes  any  reference  to  it. 
Mrs.  Schrass  does  not  appear  by  the  bill  to  have  any  interest  in 
the  property.  She  appears,  by  its  statements,  to  have  joined  her 
husband  in  the  deed  to  Lenly  merely  to  bar  her  dower.  Accord- 
ing to  the  bill,  she  has  no  interest  in  this  suit,  and  she  might 
have  demurred.  The  plea  does  not  aver  in  any  way  the  exist- 
eDce  of  any  decree  or  order  autliorizing  the  issuing  of  the  writ 
o{  fieri  facias  under  which  she  claims  title  to  the  property.  It 
is  therefore  defective.  But  leave  will  be  given  to  amend  on  pay- 
ment of  costs. 


Executors  of  John  A.  Clement,  dec^used, 

V. 

Jahvis  a.  Bartlett  et  al. 

A  statute  requiring  mortgage^  to  be  registered,  or  to  lose  their  priority  as 
igtiost  subsequent  judgment-creditors,  or  bona  fide  purchsHers  or  mortgagees 
of  the  same  premises,  without  notice,  applies  to  a  mortgage  given  to  the  state. 
A  suit  fur  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  given  after,  but  registered  before,  one 
given  to  the  state  on  the  same  lands,  is  a  suit  "  arising  out  of  any  previous  lien 
or  eocambrance  **  (Rev.  p.  1^£3),  to  which  the  state  may  be  made  a  party,  and 
We  its  rights  in  the  premises  determined. 


Bill  to  foreclose.    On  final  hearing  on  bill  and  answer. 


44  CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  [33  Eq. 


Clement's  Executors  r.  Bartlett. 


Mr.  P.  S,  Scoveiy  for  complainante. 

Mr.  J.  P.  StocJdoriy  attorney-general,  for  trustees  for  support 
of  public  schools. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  single  question  presented  for  consideration  by  the  briefs 
•of  counsel  is,  whether  the  state  is  bound  by  the  statute  providing 
for  tlie  registration  or  recording  of  mortgnges  of  real  estate. 

On  the  8th  of  October,  1857,  Jarvis  H.  Bartlett  gave  a  mort- 
gage to  the  "  Trustees  for  the  Support  of  Free  Schools,^'  on  lands 
in  the  county  of  Burlington,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $3,000  in 
one  year,  with  interest.  It  was  not  recorded,  however,  until 
October  4th,  1866,  nearly  nine  years  afterwards.  On  the  17th 
of  February,  1858,  Bartlett  gave  another  mortgage,  on  the  same 
land,  to  John  A.  Clement,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $2,000  in 
one  year,  with  interest.  That  mortgage  was  duly  recorded  April 
9th,  1858.  Between  the  last-mentioned  date  and  the  time  of 
recording  the  mortgage  to  the  trustees,  Bartlett  conveyed  parts 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  several  persons,  by  deeds  which 
were  duly  recorded  before  the  recording  of  the  trustees'  mort- 
gage. The  answer  of  the  trustees  admits  that  Clement,  when  he 
took  his  mortgage,  had  no  notice  of  the  existence  of  their  mort- 
gage. It  alleges  that  the  delay  in  recording  the  latter  mortgage 
occurred  through  "  inadvertence  or  otherwise,"  and  it  raises,  by 
way  of  demurrer,  the  question  above  stated. 

The  counsel  for  the  state  urges  that  inasmuch  as  a  state  cannot 
be  sued  in  its  own  courts  without  its  consent,  in  the  absence  of 
<x)nstitutional  or  statutory  provision  {Am.  Dock  &c.  Co.  v.  Trus- 
tees (&e.  S  Stetij,  Eq.  4^8),  and  inasmuch  as,  as  he  insists,  if  the 
mortgage  act  is  not  binding  on  the  state,  this  suit  does  not  arise  out 
of  a  "  previous  lien  or  encumbrance  ^'  to  that  of  the  state  on  the 
mortgaged  premises,  this  suit  cannot  be  maintained.  In  the 
court  of  chancery  of  the  state  of  New  York  it  was  the  ordinary 

Note. — For  cases  showing  what  statutes  apply  to  a  state,  see  SVustees  y. 
Trtidon,  S  Slew.  Eq.  667,  note.— Rsp. 
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practice  to  make  the  attorney-general  a  party  to  a  foreclosure  suit 
where  the  people  of  the  state  had  a  subsequent  lien  upon  the 
mortgaged  premises  by  judgment  or  otherwise,  so  as  to  give  to 
the  purchaser  under  the  decree  of  foreclosure  a  perfect  title  to  the 
premises  discharged  of  the  lien  of  the  state.     Garr  v.  Bright,  1 
Barb.  Ch.  157.     And  in  this  court  the  like  practice  has  obtained 
in  such  suits  in  regard  to  other  states  holding  encumbrances  on 
mortgaged  premises.     They  were  made  parties  in  order  that  they 
might  protect  their  rights.     In  WilUnk  v.  Morris  Canal  Co., 
S  Or.  Ch.  377,  the  state  of  Indiana  was  made  a  party  under  such 
circumstances.      The  jurisdiction  where  liens  are  held  by  the 
state  is  established  by  statute.     The  act  entitled  '^An  act  to 
provide  for  the  adjustment  of  claims  in  favor  of  the  state/^ 
(Bee.  jjp.  1228, 12^4),  provides  that  in  all  cases  where  the  state 
has  any  lien  or  encumbrance  upon  lands^  and  a  suit  is  brought 
arising  out  of  any  previous  lien  or  encumbrance  thereon,  such  lien 
or  encumbrance  of  the  state  may  be  brought  in  question  and  defi- 
nitely settled  by  any  court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
Doatter  of  the  suit.     It  further  provides  that  in  all  cases  where 
the  lien,  encumbrance  or  priority  of  encumbrances  of  the  state 
shall  be  brought  in  question  on  due  return  of  notice  directed  to 
tbe  state,  and  served  on  the  attorney-general,  or  on  due  appear- 
wice  for  the  state,  the  suit  may  proceed  as  other  cases,  and  a 
decree  or  judgment  therein  shall  bind  the  state  the  same  as  if  it 
luid  been  made  against  an  individual ;  and  that  the  lien  of  the 
state,  on  sale  under  such  decree  or  judgment,  shall  be  cut  off,  and 
the  claim  of  the  state  shall  be  made  out  of  the  surplus,  if  any,  in 
tlie  order  of  priority  in  which  the  encumbrance  of  the  state  stands. 
The  act  concerning  mortgages  {Rev.  p.  706)  provides  that 
every  deed  of  mortgage  or  conveyance  in  the  nature  of  a  mort- 
gage, of  or  for  any  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  which  shall 
have  been  made  and  executed  after  the  1st  day  of  January,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1821,  or  shall,  after  the  passage  of  the  act, 
he  made  and  executed,  shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect  against  a 
subsequent  judgment-creditor  or  bona  fide  purchaser,  or  mortga- 
gee for  a  valuable  consideration,  not  having  notice  thereof,  unless 
BQch  mortgage  shall  be  acknowledged  or  proved  according  to  law^ 
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and  recorded  or  lodged  for  that  purpose  with  the  clerk  of  the 
court  of  common  pleas  of  the  county  in  which  such  lands,  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments  are  situate,  at  or  before  the  time  of  enter- 
ing such  judgment,  or  of  recording  or  lodging  with  the  clerk,  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  mortgage  or  conveyance  to  such  subsequent 
purchaser  or  mortgagee. 

Unless  the  claim  of  the  state  can  be  maintained  on  the  ground 
of  governmental  prerogative,  it  is  obviously  insupportable.  It 
cannot  be  maintained  on  that  ground.  Board  of  Chosen  Free- 
holders V.  State  Banky  ^  Stew,  Eq,  268  ;  Trustees  for  Support  of 
Public  Schools  V.  Trenton,  3  Stew,  Eq.  683,  By  the  common  law, 
the  king  himself  was  bound  by  an  act  of  parliament  intended  to 
give  a  remedy  against  a  wrong  or  prevent  fraud,  even  though  he 
was  not  named  in  the  act.  The  act  under  consideration  makes  no 
reservation  or  exception  in  favor  of  the  state.  Its  terms  are 
general  and  sweeping.  It  existed,  and  indeed  had  been  long  in 
force,  when  the  respective  mortgages  of  the  trustees  and  the  com- 
plainants were  taken.  The  former  was  taken  subject  to  its  pro- 
visions, and  the  latter  under  its  protection.  The  state  itself,  by 
the  statute,  in  effect,  declared  to  Clement  when  he  took  his  mort- 
gage, that  if  any  unregistered  or  unrecorded  mortgage,  of  which 
he  had  no  actual  notice,  existed  on  the  property,  it  would  be  void 
and  of  110  effect  against  that  which  he  propased  to  take  thereon. 

I  am  unable  to  perceive  any  ground  on  which  the  claim  now 
made  in  behalf  of  the  state  can  be  sustained. 


In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  Theodore  Bartlbs  and 
others,  for  payment  to  them  of  a  trust  fund  under  the 
control  of  this  court. 

By  a  will,  proved  in  1849,  a  testator  gave  to  his  executor  his  homestead  farm 
in  trust  during  the  life  of  liis  daughter  (petitioner's  mother),  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  to  pay  them  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  and  to  keep  the 
property  clear  of  any  encumbrance  by  her  or  her  husband ;  and  he  gave  the 
&rm,  after  her  decease,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  should  be  her  heir  or 
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heiis  at  law  of  land  held  by  her  in  fee  simple.  In  1868  the  farm  was  sold  by 
order  of  this  court,  under  the  act  authorizing  the  sale  of  lands  limited  over  to 
io&nts  or  in  contingency,  the  proceeds  paid  into  court  and  invested  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties  interested. — Heldj  that  such  proceeds  of  sale  could  not  be 
paid  over  to  her  children  and  heirs  at  law,  on  their  own  application,  exhibit- 
ing the  release  of  their  mother  and  her  consent  thereto ;  nor  can  they  be  paid 
over  until  after  her  death,  because  it  cannot  until  then  be  determined  who  are 
her  heirs  at  law. 


On  petition. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  |)€titioners  are  the  children  of  Phoebe  Ann  Bartles.     Her 

father,  now  deceased,  by  his  will,  proved  in  1849,  gave  to  his 

executor  his  homestead  farm  in  Morris  county  during  her  life,  in 

trust,  to  rent  it  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits  and  pay  them 

over  as  he  should  receive  them,  to  her,  for  her  separate  use,  and 

to  keep  the  property  clear  of  all  encumbrances  by  her  or  on  her 

account,  or  by  or  on  account  of  her  then  or  any  future  husband, 

and  he  gave  and  devised  the  farm  after  her  decease  to  "  such 

person  or  persons  as "  should  "  be  her  heir  or  heirs  at  law  of 

land  held  by  her  in  fee  simple."     The  farm  was  sold  by  order 

of  this  court  in  1868,  under  the  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of  land 

limited  over  to  infants  or  in  contingency  {Rev.  p.  1062),  and  the 

net  proceeds  of  sale  were  paid  into  this  court  and  invested  under 

its  direction  according  to  the  provisions  of  that  act.     Mrs.  Bartles 

is  still  living,  but  has  released  her  right  and  interest  to  and  in 

the  fund  to  the  petitioners,  who  are  all  of  her  children,  and  they 

apply  for  the  fund  on  the  ground  that  having  extinguished  her 

life  estate  they  are  entitled  to  the  money.     That  they  are  not  so 

is  entirely  clear.     The  remainder  in  fee  is  given  at  the  death  of 

the  life  tenant  to  "  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  her  heir  or 

heirs  at  law  of  land  held  by  her  in  fee  simple :"  that  is,  to  those 

>^ho  by  law  would  inherit  the  property  at  her  death  if  she  died 

intestate  seized  thereof  in  fee.     Who  those  persons  will  be  cannot 

"ow  be  determined.     Nemo  eat  hcerea  viventis.     She   has  heirs 

apparent  and  presumptive  now,  but  whether  those  persons  will 

^her  heirs  at  her  death  and  so  entitled  to  the  remainder,  cannot 
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Ik  t&Id  ODti]  that  time  arrives.  The  testator  manifest] v  did  not 
refer  to  aoT  particular  iodividaal  or  individmls,  or  class  of  ex- 
isdDg  persons,  bv  the  language  which  he  employed,  i>at  [»pd  the 
word  "  heir  ^  in  the  technical  sense,  as  is  particularlT  erident 
frcim  his  use  of  the  fatare  tense — ^  snch  peison  or  persons  a» 
•hall  be  her  heir  or  heirs  at  law.  d:c,'' — that  is,  soch  person  or 
yerifms  as  shall  be  her  heir  or  heirs  at  law  when  slie  dies. 
The  (petition  must  be  dismissed. 

"Sf/TZ. — Under  i^emo  eti  kepref  rrrc 'itU.  a  te^tAinentarr  gift  to  the  heirs  of  A 
d'lrinip  A'*  hfeiime  L*  Toid  -?  Grte^L  Cmux  ♦J'>;  \  S7  :  J  Jarm.  om  Wmt*lSe( 
¥!q.;  Otii  T.  /ViV*,  10  Orav  ^^  ;  StUk  v.  JSorvx.  1  Im  Rep&K  iX  C»  ^4  .' 
fMtnn  V.  Smuik,  i  Id.  ^i]  Sorru  t.  Bcuiey,:^:  Gd.  4^%  4^J ;  CautpbeU  v. 
BaxdoA,  IS  y.  y.  4^2, 41C, 

Bt^t  if  A  be  referred  to  in  the  will  as  a  Uring  person,  a  eift  to  his  heirs  i< 
ralid  Jaama  v.  Birhnrdirm,  1  Vrmtr.  S-U;  Goodripkt  v.  Wkite,  S  W.  Bl,  1010  ; 
WiwJer  x.  Prrrail,  o  B.  A  C.  4S  ;  Cctme  v.  Bockf^  7  Binp,  :f^t> ;  Darhimm  v.  Beau- 
m^mt,  1  P.  Wm%.  i^^ ;  VannomdeU  v.  Ian  Dftmier,  Ji  Barb,  137 ;  Heard  v. 
Hon/fH,  1  iMnio  ICo  ;  C^tkmam,  \.  Horton.  S9  X.  Y.  14^* ;  Chtipey  v.  L«,  ^  Dwn, 
400;  Jcrtird^tn  T.  Greefi,  1  Der.  Eq.  ^70;  Leriti  v.  Wood.  17  GroMftt  Ck.  414  : 
KniyU  T.  Kniaki.  S  JonfJt  Eq.  1^7  ;  Simmm  v.  G<Mm>ft,  1  Dfr.  A  Bat.  Eg.  39Ji  .• 
Ward  v.Siotc,  2  Dfv.  Eq.  y/i^  :  StitM  v.  Bameti.  1  Lar  Brpc^.  4-'''4 ;  or.  in  case 
the  term  A«tr<  in  eridf ntly  used  as  drti^motio  pcrtfjHarmm  -  Sattu  v.  Gariickj  14  M- 
it  W.  (i:fS  ;  Boktr  v.  Tuikfr,  J  H.  ^/  L.  Cof.  V>: ;  BiUfon  \.  Stordy,  1  Jur.  { X. 
S.J  771;  B<fWtrt  X.  Porter,  4  PirL  1^  ;  Jr^hnson  x.  Whiton,  US  Mast.  340; 
Jfortmt  r.  Barren,  2J:  Me.  2o7 ;  WiUiawuon  v.  WWiamxm,  IS  B.  Mon.  37o .- 
Bapp  X.  MatUkiat,  So  Ind.  332;  Butler  x.  HeuMi*,  OS  10.  S94  ;  BaOe^x.  PoUte^- 
*wi,  3  Bick.  Eq.  lo€;  Caulk  x.  Fox,  13  Fla,  14Sy  1€1 ;  Ware  v.  Bichardaon,  ■>' 
Md.  oOS ;  Roberts  x.  Ogbourttc,  37  Ala.  174  ;  Myen  x.  Anderton,  1  Strobh.  Ej. 
3.^) ;  so  where  the  term  heirs  is  qualified,  as  heirtt  */  the  bodjf^  right  heirs,  lir. 
iXightiugaU  V.  Quarterly,  1  T.  B,  030;  Swet  x.  Herring,  1  East  264;  DarbiBuii 
X.  Beawawnt,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  00  ;  Doe  x.  Laning,  2  Burr.  1100;  Tucker  x.  Adams, 
14  Oa.  S4S;  Sharman  x.  Jaek^n,  SO  Ga.  224  /  Tipton  x.  La  Bose^  27  Ind.  4S4  r 
(Jroul  X.  Tovnsend,  2  Hill  So4  ;  Bradford  x.  HowH,  4^  Ah.  4^2;  Lemarks  v. 

Gtottr,  1  Rich.  Eq.  141^. 

The  ff^rantee  in  a  deed  most  be  in  existence  and  certain,  therefore  a  grant  tr» 
a  dead  man  is  void  (Hunter  x.  Watson,  12  QU.  SOS  ;  McCraeken  x.  BeaU,  3  A. 
K.  Marsh.  20S;  GaUovxiy  x.  Finley,  12  Pet.  204;  see  Holden  v.  Smallbroke 
Vaughn  100 j ;  or  to  a  fictitious  pentca  [Thomas  v.  Wyatt,  25  Mo.  24,  31  Mo. 
IHH  ;  Phelps  X.  CaU,  7  Ired.  262;  Muskingum  Co.  x.  Ward,  13  Ohio  120;  Smith 
X.  Bridges,  Breese2);  or  to  one  unborn  (AVtcwwi  v.  Thompson,  2  Ired.  277; 
Ihtpree  v.  Dupree,  BuA.  Eq.  104;  Hall  x.  Thomas,  S  Strobh.  101 ;  Hamilton  v. 
PUeher,  6S  Mo.  SS4) ;  although  in  Sdson,  v.  Iverson,  24  Ala.  9,  the  property  in 
a  slave  delivered  by  a  father  to  his  daughter  to  belong  to  her  child,  with  which 


6  Stew.]  OCTOBER  TKRM,  1880.  49 


I^rtles's  Case. 


i 


she  was  then  pregnant,  should  it  be  a  boy,  was  heM  lo  vest  in  such  boy  at  his 
birth. 

A  grant  to  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  pei-wm  is  j?ood  (Shmr  v.  Loucf,  IJ  Mass, 
U7  ;  Boone  v.  Moora^  14  Mo.  4^0  ;  Gearhctrt  v.  Sharp,  'J  B.  Moti.  -il  ;  see  Sar- 
gtnt  V.  Simpsoriy  S  Me.  14*^ ;  Duncan  v.  Harper^  4  Rich.  {N.  S.)  ^'.^i. 

A  deed  to  the  heirs  of  a  living  person  is,  ordinarily,  void  (Hall  v.  Leunardy 
1  Pick.  27 ;  Morris  v.  Stephens.  ^6'  Pa.  St.  ^CH> ;  Winslov^  v.  Tl7«^/ow,  .7/  Ind.  S  ; 
AVicwiM  V.  Thotnpsony  2  Ired.  277) ;  yet  if  such  intent  be  apparent  from  the  in- 
s'Tiinient,  who  are  the  beneficiaries  may  be  shown  [Ilogcf  v.  Odom,  Dud.  185  ; 
Mnrlin  v.  Youngbloody  8  Humph.  581  ;  Gearhart  v.  Sharp,  0  B.  .Mon.  ■J4  ;  Hiiss 
V.  Stephens,  51  Pa.  St.  282  ;  Huss  v.  Morris^  fJ-J  Pa.  St.  S('t7  ;  Flint  v.  SiHulmnn^ 
•)0'  Vi.  210 ;  Hickman  v.  Quinn,  6  Yerg.  95;  see  further  Epperson  v.  Mills,  19 
Ta.  Go ;  OAe  v.  Lake  Co.,  54  N.  H.  290] ;  thus  a  dee<l  to  the  joint  heirs  of  A 
and  B,  the  grantor's  daughter  and  son  in  law,  was  hehi  good  as  to  the  two  chil- 
dren of  A  and  B,  then  living,  but  not  as  to  any  subaequently  born  [Hohman  v. 
Fm-i,  3  Sirobh.  Eq.  66). 

A  note  payable  to  the  heirs  of  a  living  person  is  valid  (Bacon  v.  Fitch,  1  Root 
l^l;  Lockvood  v.  Jegtip,  9  Conn.  272 ;  Cots.  Bel(zhf>over,  11  Mo.  142  ;  but  see 
Bmmnyton  v.  Dinsmore,  2  Gill  S4S), 

A  deed  to  S.  or  his  heirs  is  good  [Ready  v.  Kearsley,  14  Mich.  215 ;  Hoyan  v. 
Paije/ji  Wall.  605 ;  see  Carhart  v.  Miller,  2  S/mth.  57 J)  ;  or  a  bond  payable  to 
A  or  B  f  White  v.  Hancock,  2  C.  B.  8'SO ;  Hazen  v.  Druvimond,  4  Alien  (.V.  B) 
-*^^ ;  Parker  v.  Carson,  64  N.  C.  50S);  but  not  a  promissory  note  ( Mm^sfluuni 
V.  Oakes,  19  lU.  81 ;  Blanckenhayen  v.  Blundell,  2  B.  d'  Aid.  41^  ;  (hyoi,d  v. 
Pfttrmn,  4  Gray  4^5  ;  National  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen,  ll>i  Ma.<^s.  4'^0 ;  Haydtn  w 
'^W,  .*>  Gray  365;  WiUouyhby  v.  Willoughby,  5  X.  H.  244;  see  Doak  v.  i^/6- 
in»m,  1  Hannay  278). 

In  a  conveyance  to  an  unmarried  woman  and  her  children,  she  takes  a  life 
^^^  with  a  remainder  to  her  after-born  children,  if  any  [Fales  v.  Currier,  55 
-'•  H.30^ ;  Frazer  v.  Supennsois,  74  111.  282 ;  see  Chessun  v.  Smith,  2  Ijiw  Re- 
m'{N.C.)392). 

"to  a  married  woman  and  her  children,  those  subsequently  born  do  not 
^'^^^Ayton  V.  Aytcn,  1  Cox  327  ;  Stroman  v.  Rottenbury,  4  Dfsauss.  268  ;  Hogg 
^-  0dm,  Dud.  185  ;  Grimes  v.  Orraiul,  2  Heisk.  298  ;  Holeman  v.  Fort,  S  Sirobh. 
^l'^^;  Kitchens  v.  Ci'aig,  1  Bail.  119)  ;  unless  a  contrary  intent  appears  [Lil- 
^'■<'  v.Ruckers,  9  Yerg.  64;  Read  v.  Plte,  8  Humph.  oVcV;  Shepherd  v.  Nabors, 
*''Ak.VSl;  Watts  v.  Clardy,  2  Fla.  >169 ;  Conkliu  v.  Conklin,  .i  Sundf.  Ch.  64; 
^oodrujf  V.  Woodruff,  32  Ga.  358 ;  Houghton  v.  Kendall,  7  Allen  72  ;  Foster  v. 
'^'■ft*,  6'  Bush  519;  Simms  v.  Garrott,  1  Dev.  <«•  Bat.  Eq.  .19, i ;  Bullock  v.  Bui- 
H  v'  Dev.  Eq.  307  ;  Noe  v.  MUler,  4  Steic  Eq.  2.U). 

A  life  tenant's  covenant  indemnifying  one  against  damage  and  loss  by  reason 
^fsuitaby  the  covenantor's  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  was  held  not  to 
include Buch  covenantor's  children  (Pearson  v.  Darringtou,  3*  Ala.  227,  275). 

A  mere  contingent  interest  is  subject  to  legislation,  affecting  or  destroying  it 
^ore  it  becomes  vested  {Beall  v.  Beall,  8  Ga.  210  ;  Scott  \.  Key,  11  La.  Ann. 
'^^;  Sleight  V.  Read,  9  How.  Pr.  278;  Aspden's  Estate,  2  Wall.  Jr.  368;  Barnes 
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T.  J5r««m,  ^  Barb,  >9S ;  Dizm  r.  Duoa,  4  1a.  Amm.  101;  JfarAaU  y.  Kmg, 
S4  MvklSS;  urn  V.  Chambtn,  Vj  IfidL  4^5;  Priot  r.  Toyior,  3»  l^i.  Sl  S5; 
McQmmmi^.  r.  MeKee,  77 Pd, St. SI ;  see^bowerer^CoiemamT. Bad,  WaULSSS; 
Simdair  t,  JarJkmm,  S  C/v.  S4S ;  Gilpim  t.  WUUamu,2S  Ohio  SL  SSS;  Dbm  t. 
S^irgaU,  101  Mam.  .%V,  ;  Skonk  t.  Brovn,  €1  P^  SL  iSO;  Yam  Tdbm^  v.  Hd- 
luuksad,  1  MeCart.  31}. 

Ad  beir  cauiooc  oooTer  lib  interest  or  expectaocr  in  his  ancestor's  esUUe, 
before  such  ancc»tor'9  decease,  or  the  happening  of  the  contingencr  iSuUings 
T.  Biehmmd,  5  AlUn  187;  Jaduon  t.  Bradford,  4  Wend.  €19;  Tooley  v.  Dabble, 
^  Hill  (S.  Y.f  641 ;  Whilnfy  t.  Buet,  1  GratL  4SS ;  Arrimgtom  v.  Arrim^an,  2 
lym  Bepo*.  <  S.  C}  ^S3  ;  IknneU  r.  Denm>ttt,  40  X.  H.  4^;  Vance  v.  Vanee,  21 
Me.  S64;  Grognn  t.  Garruf/n,  27  Ohio  St.  oO  ;  Striker  x.  MoU,  2S  X.  F.  S2 ; 
Ludaeif/t  Cate,  S  Bob.  {La.)  90 ;  Beard  v.  Grig^,  1  A.  K.  Marth.  26 ;  Boynion 
▼.  Hubbard,  7  Man.  112 ;  Hun  v.  Chaffee,  14  X.  H.  215;  Blanekard  v.  Brook*, 
12  Pick.  47;  BarUdale  t.  GamaffC,  S  Bieh.  Eq.  271 ;  Brever  t.  Baiter,  41  Ga. 
2 IS;  Hart  v.  Gregg,  S2  Ohio  St.  502;  PeUetre^iu  \.  Jaekgon,  11  Wend.  110; 
BoberlMm  v.  WiUon,  S8  X.  H.  4S ;  Hall  v.  Xate,  SS  X.  H.  422;  Edtcards  v. 
Varick,  5  Denio  664) ;  or  mortgage  it  (Bayler  \.  Com.,  40  Pa.  St.  37;  Carlton 
V.  Leighion,  3  Merit.  667 ;  Parceil  x.  Mather,  35  Ala.  570;  see  Batty  x.  Uoyd,  1 
Vem.  141 ;  Cook  v.  Field,  15  Q.  B.  475;  John  Street,  19  Wend.  650;  Hamilton 
V.  Pitcher,  53  Mo.  334;  Bacon  v.  Bonham,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  209).  As  to  j^ost  chit* 
see  1  Stonfn  Eg.  Jvr.  $|  342-34S  ;  Lushington  x.  ITa/Zw,  1  H.  Bl.  04;  Spencer 
V.  Janten,  2  Ves.  Sr.  125 ;  Cooke  x.  Lamotte,  15  Bear.  234  ;  Beynon  v.  Cook,  L. 
R.  {10  Ch.)  380;  Miller  v.  Cook,  L.  B.  (10  Eq.)  64I). 

Equity,  however,  will  enforce  an  executory  contract  to  convey  such  contin- 
gent interest  to  third  persons,  provided  it  be  fair  and  bona  fide  {Hopson  v.  Tre- 
vor, 1  Strange  033  ;  Phipson  x.  Turner,  9  Sim.  245  ;  Hinde  v.  Blake,  3  Bear.  234  ; 
Wentby  V.  Westby,  2  I>r.  &  War.  502;  Ridgeway  v.  Underwood,  67  III.  4IO ;  Mc- 
Laughlin X.  Maher,  17  Hun  215;  Smallman's  Estate,  Ir.  L.  R.  {8 Eq.)  249;  Cook 
V.  Field,  10  Q.  B.  460;  Mastin  x.  Marlow,  65  X.  C,  695 ;  Xesmith  v.  Dinsmore, 
J7  X.  H.  015;  Trull  v.  Eauttnan,  3  Mete.  121 ;  Buss  x.  Alpaugh,  118  Mass.  376  ; 
Curtis  V.  Cuvtisy  40  Me.  24  ;  McDorwld  x.  McDonald,  5  Jones  Eq.  211 ;  Stover 
V.  Eycelshimer,  46  Barb.  84,  3  Keyes  620) ;  especially  if  made  to  the  ancestor 
( Cox  v.  Belitha,  2  P.  Wms.  272;  Persse  v.  Persse,  7  CI.  &  Fin.  279;  Quarles 
V.  Quarles,  4  Ma*s.  680 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  46  Iowa  466  ;  Firestone  v.  Firestone,  2 
Ohio  St.  410 ;  Xeedles  v.  Xeedles,  7  Ohio  St.  432;  Fitzgerald  v.  Vestal,  4  Sneed 
258;  Parsons  v.  Ely,  40  III.  232;  Havens  x.  Thompson,  11  C.  E.  Gr.  383);  or 
to  another  heir  (  Wethered  v.  Wethered,  2  Sim.  183  ;  Marwood  v.  Tooke,  Id.  192  ; 
Hyde  v.  While,  0  Sim.  024;  Jeefers  v.  Lampson,  10  Ohio  St.  101;  Coales  Street, 
2  Ashm,  12;  WaUcer  v.  Walker,  67  Pa.  St.  185;  D'Wolf  v.  Gardiner,  9  R.  I. 
140  ;  Miller  v.  Emans,  19  X.  Y.  384;  Lewis  v.  Madison,  1  Munf.  303  ;  Johnson 
V.  Hubbell,  2  Slock.  332;  Smith  x.  Axtell,  Saxt.  4^4) ;  or  with  the  ancestor's  ex- 
press consent  (FUch  v.  Fitch,  8  Pick.  48O  ;  Jenkins  v.  Sutson,  9  Alien  127 ;  Lee 
V.  Lee,  2  Duv.  134;  McBee  v.  Myers,  4  Bush  356). 

But  equity  does  not  always  enforce  such  assignments  {Meek  v.  Kettlewell,  1 
Phil.  342  ;  Lowry  v.  Spear,  7  Bush  401;  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  474; 
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Hardin  v.  Smith,  7  B.  Mon.  392 ;  Mercier  v.  Mereier,  50  Qa.  646) ;  and  may 
impose  terms  [Gwynne  v.  Heaton,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  1), 

As  to  the  mode  of  alienating  such  interest,  see  Dorsey  v.  Smithy  7  Harr,  <fc 
•Johns.  S4o  ;  BenneU  v.  Morris,  5  Bawle  9 ;  LirUner  v.  Snyder,  15  Barb.  621; 
Wilson  V.  WUwn,  S3  Barb.  328 ;  Ackerman  v.  Vredand.  1  MeOart.  23;  Faber 
V.  I>aiice,  10  Rich.  {N,  S.)  376;  McElwee  v.  Wheeler,  Id,  392;  Roof  v.  Fountain, 
SO  JSarb.  027 ;  McClure  v.  McClure,  1  Phila.  117;  Hopper  v.  Demarest,  1  Zab. 
525. 

A  ^C«nunt  by  curtesy  initiate  may  convey  hig  interest  in  lands  (Reaume  v. 
Chtan^Hrt,  22  Mo.  36 ;  Jackson  v.  Mancius,  2  Wend.  367 ;  McCorry  v.  King,  3 
ITawkpA.  267  ;  Eoans  v.  Kingsbtrry,  2  Rand.  120 ;  McClain  v.  Qt^gg,  S  A,  K. 
MoTiSt^ .  457  ;  see  Oldham  v.  Henderson,  5  Dana  254) ;  or  one  who  has  "  entered  " 
iitraxitof  land  before  receiving  his  patent  therefor  (Haytvardv,  Ormsbee,  11 
Wis^    ^;  Harmer  v.  Morris,  1  McLean 44;  Bledsoe  v.  Littie,  4  Honf,  (Miss.)  13 ; 
Lant^    V.  Kanna,  1  Sawy.  238 ;  Carroll  v.  Noi-wood,  4  H  &  McH.  287 ;  Qra- 
hm    %r,  Henry,  17  Tex.  164;  Cobb  v.  Stewart,  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  255) ;  or  after  an 
«nlr>r    for  condition  broken  {Hmner  v.  Chicago  R.  R.,  38  Wis.  165;  S  WhiU  <fc 
Tvdor^s  Lead.  Cbs.  (4th  ed.)  1609;  Southard  v.  Central  R.  R.,  2  Dutch.  IS;  Rice 
s.  Boston  R.  R.,  12  Allen  I4I ;  Boone  v.  Tipt^m,  15  Ind.  270  ;  Underhill  v.  Sara- 
toga Ji,  iJ.,  j?(?  Barb.  455. 

Ax\  heir  whose  title  is  abated  by  a  stranger  cannot  devise  it  before  entry. 

Bail    V.  Hall,  3  Call  438;  1  Jam.  on  WiUs  (5th  Am.  ed.)  153;  see  Watts  v. 

CcU^  ^  Ldgh  664  ;  Varick  v.  Jackson,  2  Wend.  166  ;  Herrington  v.  Budd,  5  Denio 

^^i ,-   Leach  v.  Jay,  L.  R.  (6  Ch.  Div.)  496,  (9  Ch.  Div.)  42) ;  nor  one  who  has 

a  mere  possibility  of  reverter  (Deas  v.  Horry,  2  Hill  Ch.  248;  Miller  v.  McNair, 

11  foica  525;  see  Fowler  v.  Griffin,  3  Sand/.  385). 

A  possibility  coupled  with  an  interest  is  devisable  or  descendible  (Manners 
"v.  ^ianners,  Spen.  142  ;  Thornton  v.  Roberts,  S  Stew.  Eg.  476  ;  Kean  v.  Hoffecker, 
*  Harring.  103 ;  Thompson  v.  Hoop,  6  Ohio  St.  4^0 ;  Lewis  v.  Kemp,  1  Ired. 
^  ;  Pond  V.  Bergh,  10  Paif/e  I40,  153  and  cases  cited ;  Dams  v.  Bawcum,  10 
Hask.  4O6;  Woodgate  v.  Fleet,  44  N.  Y.  1;  Ingilby  v.  Amcotts,  21  Beav.  585; 
Jfoor  V.  Hawkins,  2  Eden  342;  Austin  v.  Cambridgeport,  21  Pick.  215  ;  4  Kent 
*^^^;  Window  V.  Ooodtvin,  7  Mete.  363;  Smith  v.  Sweringen,  26  Mo.  551;  Mc- 
^nald  V.  McMuOen,  2  HiUs  91;  see  Bigelwo  v.  WUson,  1  Pick.  493;  Grayson 
^'  Sandford,  12  La.  Ann.  646) ;  but  not  a  bare  possibility,  as  if  a  conveyance  be 
to  A  and  B  and  the  survivor,  A  has  no  interest  to  assign  during  B's  lifetime 
'^  V.  TomHnson,  2  M.&  Sel.  165;  Jackson  v.  Waldron,  13  Wend.  178; 
^Biomes  Case,  1  Jon.  &  Lai.  352  ;  Decker  v.  SaUsman,  1  Hun  421,  59  N.  Y. 
^^:  dee  Mac  Adam  v.  Logan,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  310  ;  Thomas  v.  Jones,  1  De  G.  J.  & 
^^;  Miller  v.  Emana,  19  N.  Y.  384 ;   Wilson  v.  Wilson,  32  Barb.  328). 

^^oact  of  the  life  tenant,  or  trustee  of  such  life  tenant,  can  affect  the  rights 
^^tke  remaindermen.  (Putnam  v.  Gleason,  99  Mass.  454;  Noble  v.  Andrews,  37 
^n.  S46;  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  22  Wend.  498;  Fraxer  v.  Supervisors,  74  III. 
^'/  Emison  v.  WhUtUsey,  55  Mo.  254;  Austin  v.  Rutiand  R.  R.,  45  Vt.  215; 
^"^awn  v.  BuUs,  8  Bush  115;  List  v.  Rodney,  83  Pa.  St.  4^3;  Hosmer  v.  Car- 
^, CS  m  98;  WUkins  v.  Kirkbride,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  93;  Booiaem  v.  WelU,  4  C. 
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E.  Gr.  S7;  see  Knigki  r.Wmtkerwax,  7  Pui^  133;  Uer  Y.Whaffdd,  Pka.  « X 
C)  4^S;  HaU  T.  Wmt,  Id.  502 ;  Bayinr  r.  De  Jarmette,  IS  GrmtL  1S2  ;  Stepkem 
v.  Ewmt,  SO  Imd.  Sd ;  HamiUtm  t.  Piitker,  oS  Jfo.  SS4;  Lewis  t.  JNWmi,  4 
Miek.  eSO;  Garner  r.  Dvmiim^  11  HeiiL  4S ;  AlUm  t.  AUem,  2  Tew*.  Ck.  2S  ; 
MureU  v.  Matkewm,  2  Bay  S$7), 

Bat  stmtotorj  proceedings  aotiiomii^  coorts  to  coorej  or  release  estates  Id 
expectaDCT,  hc^  are  valid.  iBeUUjf  r.  Cktrter,  L.  R.  U  CL)  2S0 ;  Bagnett  x. 
Mojum,  L.  R.  {20  Eq.)  1S2 ;  WilU  r.  Slade,  6  Vm,  4^;  GaakeU  v.  GatkfU,  6 
Shn.  64S;  Mfod  T.  MiiekeU,  17  S.  T,  210;  WiOimam  v.  Holmet,  4  Rick.  Eq. 
475;  Faulhur  r.  iXwto,  18  Chatt.  dol ;  La^Usg  r,  Biaekskear,  4S  Go,  S27  ; 
ReindertY.  Koppeinumm,  *iS  Mo.  4S2 ;  SiUter  t.  RmtfeU,  J  JtfJste.  (A>.)  16S ; 
Taylor  v.  Biake,  109  Ma».  olS ;  Dodd*  Owe,  Pkil.  {S.  C)  Eq.  97 ;  Midd^* 
Cote,  10  a  E.  Gr.  oS;  Chism  v.  Keitk,  1  Hum  5S9}, 

A  oontingeot  remainder  cannot  be  seized  on  execution.  {^AUem  y.  Scurry,  1 
Yerg.  36;  Ikvgan  v.  RickardfoHy  Dud.  62 ;  Penu  v.  ^peneer^  17  Gratt.  cVJ/ 
Waimn  T.  Dodd,  S8  S.  C.  628;  Jaektam  y.  Middleivmy  S2  Barb.  9;  P^kins  v. 
Clack,  S  Head  734  ;  AlUum  y.  Bank,  2  HiU  Ck.  242  ;  Baker  v.  Otpenbarger,  /  T 
IlL  lOS;  Ridgetcay  v.  Underwood,  67  JU.  4S0 ;  Striker  v.  JioU,  28  S.  Y.  SJ  ; 
see  Loeheood  v.  Nye,  2  Swan  515 ;  Payn  v.  Real,  4  Denio  4^5 ;  Woodgatr  v. 
Fleet,  44  y.  Y.  1;  Skeridan  v.  House,  4  Abb.  Ap.  218;  BoUon  v.  Stretch,  J 
Slew.  Eq.  536). 

What  contingent  interests  pass  under  an  insolvent  or  bankrupt  assignment, 
see  InktmCs  TnuAs,  21  Bear.  310;  Iriaon  v.  Gamot,  27  Eng.  L.  &  E.  483; 
Duggan'B  Ihists,  L.  R.  {8  Eq.)  697;  MiickeU  v.  Hughe*,  6  Ring.  689;  Bum  v. 
Oarralho,  1  Ad.  &  El.  883;  Gibbins  v.  Eyden,  L.  R.  (7  Eq.)  371;  Higden  v. 
WtUiamson,  3  P.  Wim.  131;  Mudge  v.  Rowan,  L.  K  {3  Exeh.)  185;  Blake- 
mortis  Owe,  L.  R.  (5  Ch.  Div.)  372;  Daru^s  Case,  Mont.  297;  Naden's  Ca.<e, 
L.  R.  {9  Ch.)  670;  Nimmo  v.  Davit,  7  Tex.  26;  OuteaU  v.  Van  WinJde,  1  Gr. 
Ch.513;  Sanford  y.  Lackland,  2  Dill.  6;  Krumbaar  Y.Rurl,2  Watk.  C.  C. 
406;  Kimie  v.  TFiVwrfon,  56  lU.  56;  Banks  v.  Ogden,  2  WaU.  57;  Butler  v. 
Merchants  Ins.  Co.,  8  Ala.  146;  Shay  v.  Sessanutn,  10  Pa.  St.  4S2 ;  Moth  v. 
Frome,  Amb.  394;  Vizard's  Trusts,  L.  R.  {1  Eq.)  667,  {1  Ch.)  588;  L*t  v. 
Olding,  2  Jur.  {N.  S.)  850;  Ra^'s  Estate,  2  Pars.  160;  Stucker  v.  Harvey,  1 
Miles  247 ;  Shaw  v.  Steward,  1  A.  &  E.  300;  Grow  v.  Creditors,  31  CaL  32S  ; 
Rowan  v.  Harrison,  2  Pug.  503. 

For  instances  of  assignments  of  expectancies,  &c.,  under  statutory  pro- 
visions, see  Moore  v.  Liltel,  40  Barb.  488,  4I  N.  Y.  66 ;  Sheridan  v.  House,  4 
Abb.  Gt.  of  App.  Dec.  218;  Stover  v.  Eycleshimer,  3  Keyes  620;  Goodell  v. 
Hibbard,  32  Mich.  47;  4  Kent  *512;  Tutyin  v.  Turpin,  Wythe  22  (137);  Law- 
rence V.  Bayard,  7  Paige  70;  Ladand  v.  Nevins,  3  Mo.  App.  335. — Rep. 
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The  Hoboken  Bank  for  Savings. 

V. 

Peter  H.  Beckman  et  al. 

1.  Mortgaged  premises  were  sold,  and  a  decree  for  deficiency  taken  against 
the  mortgagor.  Thirteen  days  before  such  sale,  the  mortgagor  conveyed  all 
hb  lands,  valued  at  $50,000,  to  his  two  sons,  one  of  them  a  minor,  in  satisfao- 
fdction  of  an  allied  indebtedness  of  $8,000  to  them,  no  other  debts  being 
shown. — Heldf  fraudulent  as  against  the  mortgagee. 

2.  Although  an  answer,  under  oath,  denying  fraud,  be  not  overcome  by  the 
testimony  of  two  witnesses,  or  what  is  equivalent  thereto,  yet  such  answer,  if 
it  contain  admissions  of  facts  from  which  fraud  follows  as  a  natural  and  legal, 
if  not  a  necessary  and  unavoidable  conclusion,  does  not  disprove  such  fraud,  (a) 


Creditor's  bill.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

Mr.  F,  B.  Ogden  for  complainant. 

Jfr.  R.  Pamdey  and  Mr,  H,  S,  White,  for  defendants 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  states,  and  it  is  admitted,  that  the  complainant,  on 
the  8th  of  August,  1878,  obtained  a  decree  of  this  court  for  fore- 
closure and  sale  of  real  property,  mortgaged  to  it  by  the  defend- 
•«Dt,  Peter  H.  Beckmau,  under  execution  issued,  on  which  the 
property  was  sold  March  27th,  1879;  that  the  decree  for  fore- 
<'*losure  contained  the  usual  personal  decree  for  deficiency  against 
the  mortgagor;  that  there  was  a  deficiency  of  $1,360;  that  exe- 
<JQtion  for  the  deficiency  was  issued  April  4th,  1879,  and  that  it 
^vas  returned,  wholly  unsatisfied,  on  the  9th  of  that  month.  On 
">e  l4th  of  that  month,  thirteen  days  before  the  sale  of  the  mort- 
S^gcd  premises,  Beckman  conveyed  all  his  property,  consisting 
***  several  diflFerent  parcels  of  valuable  real  estate  in  Hudson 
<^«uuty,  to  his  two  sons,  the  defendants,  Henry  and  William 

(")  NcxrE.— See  Sayre  v.  Fredericks,  1  C.  E.  Or.  £05;  How  v.  Camp,  Walk.  CL 
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Beckman.  The  deed  expresses  a  consideration  of  $7,758.88. 
The  proof  is,  that  the  property  so  conveyed  is  worth  $53,250. 
It  is  true  it  is  alleged  (it  is  not  proved  except  by  the  production, 
by  the  defendants,  of  certain  deeds  and  a  declaration  of  sale),  that 
a  part  of  the  property,  valued  at  $29,050,  is  held  under  tax  title 
merely,  and  it  is  alleged  that  it  is  subject  to  taxes  and  assess- 
ments for  municipal  improvements  also.  It  is  also  alleged  that 
the  rest  of  the  proi>erty,  valued  at  $24,200,  is  subject  to  mort- 
gages amounting  to  $16,525,  and  a  copy  of  the  record  or  r^istrj" 
of  mortgages  appearing  to  be  on  the  property,  is  offered,  but  na 
proof  is  given  as  to  the  amount  due  thereon.  It  is  alleged,  too^ 
that  that  pro[)erty  is  subject  to  taxes  and  assessments  to  the  amount 
of  $3,828.95,  and  bills  for  taxes  and  assessments  upon  it  to  that 
amount  are  put  in  evidence,  but,  beyond  them,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence on  the  subject.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  consideration  of 
the  deed  from  Beckman  and  his  wife  to  his  sons  was  false  and 
fictitious,  and  that  no  consideration  actually  passed  between  the 
grantor  and  grantees  for  the  conveyance ;  that  the  grantees  are 
both  young  men  of  no  financial  ability,  and  that  one  of  them  is  a 
minor.  It  calls  for  answer  on  oath,  and  the  defendants  have  so 
answered.  In  substance,  they  allege  that  the  boys  kept  a  livery 
stable  and  undertaker's  establishment,  and  their  father  manageil 
the  business  for  them ;  that  he  collected  more  money  in  it  thai> 
he  paid  out,  and  owed  them  a  large  sum  on  account  of  his  col- 
lections; that  they  frequently  asked  him  to  come  to  an  account,, 
but  never  could  get  him  to  do  so  until  the  day  of  the  date  of  the 
deed  to  them,  and  that  the  consideration  stated  in  the  deed  was 
the  amount  then  found  to  be  due  to  them  from  him.  Thi:^ 
meagre  statement  is  all  that  is  given  by  the  defendants  in  support 
of  a  transaction  which  is  abundantly  suspicious  on  its  face. 
Though  the  bill  alleges  that  the  father  was  indebted  to  others 
besides  the  complainant,  the  answer  denies  it  as  to  all  other  }>er- 
sons  than  the  sons,  alleging  that,  except  the  debts  of  the  com- 
plainant and  the  sons,  he  did  not  owe  a  dollar.  So  that  witliii^ 
less  than  two  weeks  prior  to  the  foreclosure  sale,  with  a  decree  for 
deficiency  against  him,  Beckman,  the  mortgagor,  conveyed  all  his 
real  estate  to  his  two  sons,  in  oonsidemtion  of  an  alleged  debt 
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from  him  to  them  of  nearly  $8,000,  and  he  did  not,  he  says,  owe 
a  dollar  to  any  one  except  them  and  the  complainant.  Nor,  so 
far  as  appears,  was  there  any  evidence  of  the  alleged  debt  to  the 
SODS.  Nor  does  there  appear  to  liave  been  any  discharge  of  it, 
if  it  existed.  It  appears  by  the  testimony  that  when,  after  tlie 
conveyance,  one  of  the  sons  was  asked,  by  the  president  of  the 
complainant^  what  consideration  was  paid  for  the  conveyance,  he 
answered  that  he  "  did  not  know ;  that  it  was  not  fixed  up  yet ; 
that  it  was  on  their  books."  And  when  the  president  asked  him 
if  he  paid  any  money  to  his  father,  he  replied  that  he  "  could  not 
tell ;  it  was  not  fixed  up  yet."  And  in  the  same  conversation  he 
said  he  was  working  for  his  father.  That  he  made  those  replies 
is  not  denied.  Why  the  father  should  have  conveyed  all  his 
property  to  his  sons  in  satisfaction  of  the  alleged  debt,  instead  of 
securing  their  debt  thereon,  does  not  appear.  Nor  does  it  appear 
that  they  were  pressing  or  even  urging  him  to  secure  or  satisfy 
their  debt.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  valuation 
of  the  property  or  any  price  fixed  upon  it.  A  transaction  so  sus- 
picious cannot  escape  the  condemnation  of  the  court. 

The  defendants  insist  that,  having  answered  under  oath  as  re- 
quired, their  answer,  so  far  as  it  is  responsive,  is  to  be  taken  as 
conclusive  unless  overcome  by  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  or 
what  is  equivalent  thereto.  But  a  denial  by  the  answer,  in  such 
a  case  as  this,  of  the  existence  pf  fraud,  will  not  avail  to  disprove 
it  where  the  answer  admits  facts  from  which  fraud  follows  as  a 
natural  and  legal,  if  not  a  necessary  and  unavoidable  conclusion. 
Here  the  answer  admits  that  there  was  a  decree  for  foreclosure 
and  sale,  and  a  personal  decree  for  deficiency  against  the  mort- 
gagor; that  a  few  days  before  the  sale  took  place  he  conveyed  a 
very  large  amount  of  property  to  his  two  sons  (one  of  whom  was 
a  minor),  with  whom  he  was  concerned  in  business,  as  manager, 
according  to  the  answer.  No  account  is  given  of  the  particulars 
of  the  alleged  debt,  but  it  is  merely  averred  that  there  was  an  ac- 
count, and  that  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  was  the 
amount  found  due  thereon.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  amount 
of  the  consideration  as  expressed  in  the  deed  was,  in  fact,  due. 
The  value  of  the  property  conveyed  is  shown  to  be  $50,000, 
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yit0fA  vk  *Mt^t*^\  f/>  ^m  thac  tixr  apfansac  dis^antr  btiw ^ea  die 
iraliwr  /if  tli^  H^'f^=*^f  ^^  ^  ^At^ffA  defac  dvi  boc,  ia  &ec,  exi^ 
Aa  U#  f tf^  A\fkf*^w>:  iKt v«<A  tini^  aoHwot  at  dbe  alk^ed  debt,  if  h 
p^%0jh\^  aivl  th«  ^nater  value  of  the  prDpiftj.  tbe  eosTcraiiee 
wa)^  a  fraurl  /a  tb^  cffmfihkiiant.  Whtn  the  vmloe  of  tke  prop- 
#^5  iras^i  #4ita}#lktMrl  su  oearir  ^evai  tunes  the  amount  of  tked^t, 
it  wa^  uteomhfatt  fm  the  defendants  to  dhow,  br  atis£Klonr 
fifirir#r,  tliat  the  dmffsuity  did  not,  in  fMt,  exkt.  Besides,  the  time 
wfien  ami  the  |iaitia»  between  wbona  tbe  conveyance  was  made, 
ami  the  diara/;ter  of  the  transaction  &§  detailed  in  the  answ^-, 
all  ntufW  that,  iKXfritlwtandii^  the  denial  erf*  the  answer,  the  coo- 
ifffyHW^e  wan  designed  to  defraod  the  oomplainanL  It  will  be  set 
anide  accordingly  a»  against  the  complainant's  debt. 


Jameb  S.  Bebby 

V. 

Sabah  Bibby. 

In  a  Miiit  by  a  htinband  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  his  wife's  adultery,  the 
fact  tiifit  the  alleged  paramour  of  the  wife  was  within  reach  of  process  at  the 
time  (if  examining  the  witnesses,  and  was  not  called  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the 
wife's  innturence,  is  significant,  and  corroborative  of  the  other  witnesses*  testi- 
mony as  to  her  guilt. 

Petition  for  divorce.     On   final   hearing   on   pleadings  and 
pr(K)fH. 

Mi\  S,  TutUty  for  petitioner. 

Mi\  W,  IL  Francin,  for  defendant. 


Tlu*  clmnocllor,  after  reviewing  the  testimony,  concluded  that 
thti  adiilt«rv  of  the  wife  had  been  sufficiently  proved  to  decree  a 
divorce  in  the  husband's  favor.     He  then  said: 
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The  Chancellor. 

While  the  defendant  was  not  a  competent  witness  in  her  own 
behalf  to  disprove  the  imputed  adultery,  Young,  her  alleged 
{)aramoar,  was,  and  he  appears  to  have  been  in  Paterson  during 
the  examination  of  witnesses  in  this  cause.  He  might  have 
been  called,  but  was  not.  The  defendant  has  chosen  ratiier  to 
<*ome  to  the  hearing  without  his  testimony.  The  fact  that  she 
<lid  not  call  him  is  an  im|>ortant  circumstance  in  corroboration 
of  the  testimony  of  the  Mellors,  and  of  much  significance  in 
teaching  a  conclusion  as  to  her  guilt. 

There  will  be  a  decree  of  divorce. 


Henry  Flaacke 


V. 

The  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  Jersey  City  and  others. 

1*  A  solicitor  who  is  a  party  to  a  suit  and  appears  in  his  own  behalf,  is  enti- 
tled to  the  allowances  made  by  the  fee  bill  for  his  services  therein,  except  a  re- 
taining fee. 

2.  Certain  items  of  costs  and  their  taxation  and  allowance  considered. 

3.  The  act  of  1879  (P.  L.  of  1879  p.  103)  only  applies  to  the  clerk's  fees  on 
p&pers  bearing  specified  endorsements,  and  not  to  affidavits  of  verification  and 
schedules  attached  to  bills  or  answers. 


Motion  for  retaxation  of  costs. 
-^^  &  B.  Ransom,  for  the  motion. 
^^'  S.  C.  Mount,  contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  objects  not  only  to  certain  items  of  the  bills 
of  costs  as  taxed  for  the  defendants  Andrew  B.  Church  and  S. 
C.  Mount  respectively,  on  the  ground  that  tlie  allowances  are 
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greater  than  the  law  authorizes,  but  insists  that  Mr.  Mount,  who> 
is  a  solicitor  of  this  court,  and  appeared  in  the  cause  in  his  own 
person,  is  not  entitled  to  any  costs,  because  he  did  not  appear  hy 
solicitor.  The  objections  cannot  be  sustained.  A  solicitor  who 
is  a  party  to  a  suit  and  appears  in  his  own  person,  is  entitled  to 
the  allowances  made  by  the  fee  bill  for  his  services  therein,  except,, 
of  course,  for  a  retaining  fee.  Willard  v.  Harbecky  3  Denio  260. 
The  objections  made  to  the  items  of  the  bill  are  directed  to  the 
number  of  folios  charged  for  papers  drawn  or  copies  obtained^ 
which  it  is  claimed  is  excessive ;  to  the  allowance  made  for  draw- 
ing, engrossing  and  taxing  costs,  which  it  is  insisted  is  more  than 
is  allowe<l  by  law  for  the  respective  services  rendei'ed ;  to  the 
allowance  to  the  clerk  for  entering  appearance,  and  to  the  allow- 

Note. — Officers  may  not  detain  papers  or  records  until  their  fees  are  paid. 
AnoTiny  DiekinsorCs  Pree.  24;  Taylor  v.  Lewis,  S  Ves.  Ill;  Hayne  v.  Waits,  3 
Swanst.  95  ;  Wait  v.  Schoonmaker,  15  How.  Pr,  4^0  ;  Young  v.  SiUUm,  S  V.&  B. 
365  ;  Rex  v.  Bury,  Doug.  185,  note  ;  see  Ow&Cs  Case,  2  Ves.  25  ;  Farewell  v.  Cokei\ 
2  P.  Wms,  460  ;  nor  the  body,  after  a  habeas  corpus,  Hopman  v.  Barber,  S  Str,  8I4. 

A  party  not  a  practicing  attorney  or  solicitor  cannot  be  entitled  to  costs  for 
practicing.  French  v.  Morgan,  1  Hogan  230  ;  Stewart  v.  N,  Y.,  10  Wend.  597  ,- 
People  V.  Steuben,  12  Wend.  200;  Verplanck  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  1  Edw.  Ch. 
46  ;  Oiilis  V.  Holly,  19  Ala.  663.  In  Oordon  v.  ScoU,  2  Bank.  Beg.  28,  a  party 
serving  the  subpoenas  on  his  own  witnesses  was  held  entitled  to  the  costs 
therefor.    See  Anon.,  Hal.  Dig.  240  J  8. 

Nor  one  pretending  to  be  an  attorney,  but  who  has  never  been  admitted. 
Coaies  V.  Hawkyard,  1  Buss.  &  Myl.  74S ;  Wiliett  v.  Lord  Clifton,  Olassc.  254  ; 
Humphreys  v.  Harvey,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  62;  Jones  v.  Hay  man.  Barn.  4^ ;  Am*'}< 
V.  Oilman,  10  Mete.  239;  Perkins  v.  McDuffee,  63  Me.  181;  Tedrick  v.  Mine)\ 
61  IlL  189  ;  Bobb  v.  Smith,  3  Scam.  46  ;  see  Stevens  v.  Fuller,  55  N.  H  443. 

A  solicitor's  being  temporarily  uncertificated  will  not  estop  him.  Jones'n 
Case,  L.  B.  {9  Eq.)  63 ;  Prior  v.  Moore,  2  M.&  S.  605  ;  see,  however.  Sparling 
V.  Brereton,  L.  B.  [2  Eq.)  64  ;  AngeWs  Case,  6D.&L.  144  ;  Fullalove  v.  Parker 
8  Jut.  (N.  S.)  1078;  Young  v.  Dowlman,  3  You.&Jer.  24;  nor  affect  the  rights 
or  liabilities  of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  who  are  not  attorneys,  Reader  v.  Blown, 
10  Moore  261,  3 Bing.  9;  Hop^s  Case,  L.  B.  {7  Ch.)  766. 

An  admission  in  another  court  has  sometimes  been  deemed  sufficient.  Wil- 
kinson V.  Diggell,  1  B.&C  158;  Hulls  v.  Lea,  10  Q.  B.  940;  see  Evans  v.  Z>tt«- 
combe,  1  Cr.  &  Jer.  372;  Hill  v.  Sydney,  7  Ad.  &  El.  956. 

Attorneys  who  are  partners  should  all  be  admitted  in  the  courts  in  whicU 
they  practice.   Wiliett  v.  Lord  Clifton,  Glasse.  254  ;  HiUson  v.  Browne,  3  Cd.  304 
Yet  it  seems  sufficient  to  recover,  that  one  of  them  has  been  admitted  in  the 
court  where  the  services  were  rendered.    Arden  v.  Tucker,  4  B.  &  Ad.  815 ; 
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nee  to  him  of  separate  filing-fees  for  the  answer  and  the  nffi- 
and  schedules  annexed  thereto.  The  objection  to  the  charge 
c)r  drawing,  taxing  and  filing  costs  is  that  the  charge  is  $1.85, 
hile  it  should  be  only  eighty-nine  cents,  made  up  as  follows  : 
tJbirty  cents  to  the  solicitor  for  drawing  the  bill  of  costs;  thirty- 
eight  cents  to  the  clerk  for  taxing  it ;  nine  cents  for  filing,  and 
twelve  cents  for  a  copy.  The  solicitor  is  entitled  to  thirty  cents  a 
folio  for  drawing  the  bill.  If  the  bill  be  estimated  at  three  folios^ 
as  it  appears  to  have  been  in  this  case  (and  whether  such  estimation 
is  right  or  not  is  a  mere  matter  of  computation),  the  solicitor  would 
be  entitled  to  ninety  cents  for  drawing  it.  The  clerk  performing  the 
solicitor's  work,  at  his  request,  charges  him  for  it  the  fees  to  which 
the     latter  is  entitled ;  and  for  convenience  in  keeping  accounts 

Haw-icmd  V.  Laienthal,  5S  K  Y,  4S8  ;  Turner  v.  RcyneU,  U  C.  B,  {N.  S.)  S2S  ; 
MecUMmerofl  v.  Holbrooke,  1  W.  Bl  50 ;  see  McOiU  v.  McQUl^S  Mete,  {Ky.) 
^  9      KUngensmith  v.  Kepler,  4^  Ind,  S4I ;  Jones  v.  Page,  44  Ala,  657. 

V'hh^  omission  to  obtain  a  license  from  the  United  States  does  not  disqualify 
an  Ai^tx)mey  as  to  costs.  Harrington  v.  Edwards,  17  Wis.  586  ;  nor  the  omission 
of  »■  stamp  from  his  certificate,  Middlelon  v.  Chambers,  1  M.  &  Q.  07. 

I*T>ceeding8  against  one  not  an  attorney,  if  he  held  himself  out  to  the  plain- 
^  ^«  such,  will  not  be  set  aside.   Lloyd  v.  FenUm,  Hay.  &  Jon,  35. 

1^   SBuit  against. an  attorney  he  cannot  conduct  his  defence  both  in  person 

VD^  V>j  attorney.    Robinson  v.  Palmer,  2  Alien  (N.  B.)  f^SS  ;  Moscati  v.  Lawson, 

I  A^-  <fc  Hob.  454  ;  New  Brunswick  R.  R.  v.  Omybeare,  9  H,  of  L.  Cos.  711 ;  but 

•ee  :B^^ixm,  v.  Egan,  8  Brev.  4^6;  Johns  v.  Bolt&n,  12  Pa,  St.  339;  Branson  v. 

Oaruthen,  49  QU,  374;  Cobbett  v.  Hudson,  1  El,  &  Bl.  11. 

A.H  executor,  administrator,  guardian  or  trustee,  who  is  also  an  attorney, 
cwwiot  recover  for  professional  services  rendered  tlie  estate.  3  Wins,  on  Exrs. 
{^  Am,  ed,)  1854  iy)  dtc,  1861  (m) ;  WiUard  v.  Bassett,  27  lU.  37;  Key's  Estate,  J 
lAiwn.  567 ;  Allen  v.Jarvis,  L.  R.  {4  Ch.)  616;  Spinks  v.  Davis,  S3  Miss. 
^^;  Christophers  v.  White,  10  Beav.  523 ;  Moore  v.  Frowd,  1  Jur.  653  ;  On- 
to^  V.  Winnaker,  13  Oranes  Ch.  443;  Meighen  v.  Bell,  24  GranCs  Ch.  503  ; 
^^kton  V.  Broughton,  5  De  O.  M.  &  G.  160  ;  Morgan  v.  Hannas,  49  N.  Y. 
^ ',  bat  see  Stanes  v.  Parker,  9  Beav.  388,  and  cases  in  note ;  Hair  is  v.  Martin, 
^  Ah  895;  Morgan  v.  Nelson,  43  Ala.  586  ;  MummcHs  Account,  5  Pa.  L.  J.  Rep. 
^4;  SeoU  V.  State,  2  Md.  284  ;  Clack  v.  Carton,  7  Jur,  {N.  S.)  441 ;  Hanson  v. 
Mie,2Maeq.80;  TeagueY,CorbUt,57  Ala.529 ;  Weighs  Case,  1  Fed. Rep. 21fL 
The  rule  does  not  apply  when  such  costs  are  not  payable  out  of  the  Irust 
foods.    Cbl.  Co.  V.  Ooaneron,  24  Granes  Ch.  548, 

The  mayor  of  a  city  has  been  held  competent  to  act  as  its  attorney.  Niles 
▼.  Mitay,  SS  Miek.  61,  See  Gibson  v.  Zanesville,  31  Ohio  St,  I84  ;  Powers  v.  De- 
«fl<w,  64  Al€k  214  ;  but  in  Vin.  Abr.  Attorney  (k),  it  is  said  that  in  an  action 
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Ijetween  them,  places  tlie  charge  in  the  clerk's  column  instead  of 
the  solicitor's.  The  charge  of  Si. 85  is,  if  the  bill  in  fact  con- 
tains three  folios,  correct.  The  objection  to  the  chai^  for  entering 
appearance  is  that  fiftj-two  cents  are  allowed  for  it,  whereas  but 
twenty  cents  should  have  lieen  allowed.  Here,  again,  the  clerk  has 
done  the  ^solicitor's  work  and  charges  him  the  fees  to  which  the  lat- 
ter is  entitled  fordoing  it.  The  solicitor's  fees  for  drawing  the  ap- 
I)earance  are  according  to  immemorial  practice,  there  being  no 
special  prc»vision  for  this  work  in  the  fee  bill,  as  there  is  not  for 
his  compensation  for  drawing  a  bill  of  costs,  is  twenty  cents.  The 
<*lerk  was,  as  the  law  stood  when  the  appearance  was  entered, 
entitled  to  twelve  cents  for  filing,  and  to  twenty  cents  for  enter- 
ing the  appearance.     There  is  no  error  in  this  item. 


by  the  commonalty  of  a  town,  one  of  the  oommonaltv  cannot  appear  as  attor- 
ney for  the  commonalty,  for  he  is  party  to  the  action ;  a  statute  prohibit- 
ing a  director  of  a  bank  to  appear  as  its  attorney  was  deemed  constitutional 
(  Wett  Feliciana  R.  R.  v.  Johnaon,  5  How.  (Mim.)  27$) ;  so  brokers  who  were  also 
attorneys  were  held  not  entitled  to  charge  counsel  fees  for  services  about  the 
InisineHH  of  their  employer  in  relation  to  landx  in  their  hands  as  such  brokers 
(  Walker  v.  American  Nat.  Bk.,  J^  N.  Y,  659  ;  Dyer  v.  Sutherland,  75  lU.  583)  ; 
nor  can  a  receiver  act  as  liis  own  counsel  so  as  to  charge  the  estate  for  his  ser- 
vices ( Bank  of  Niagara  Caae,  0  Paige  213 ;  McGourky  v.  Downs,  JUS.  N.  J. 
Chan.  May  Term,  1H80  ;  see  Adams  v.  Woods,  8  Col.  321) ;  nor  can  one  mem- 
l)er  of  a  partnership  who  is  an  attorney,  charge  the  others  for  professional  ser- 
vices about  the  firm's  affairs,  either  before  or  after  dissolution  (Milbum  v.  Chdd, 
7  B.  <fe  C.  41'*  ;  Van  Duzer  v.  McMillan,  37  Qa.200 ;  McCrary  v.  Ruddiek,  33 
If/wa  52 1) ;  nor  can  an  attorney  who  is  a  mortgagee  recover  his  costs  on  his 
own  foreclosure  {Sclater  v.  (Joitam,  3  Jur.  {N.  S.)  030  ;  Patterson  v.  Donner,  48 
{}U.  3*)U)',  nor  can  a  solicitor  who  has  nn  intere<>t  in  attending  to  a  cause, 
charge  for  his  services  without  an  express  agreement  {Martin  v.  Campbell,  11 
Rich.  Ell.  205  ;  see  Deeie  v.  Robinson,  7  Hare 283) ;  but  he  would  be  liable  for 
4-OMts  (  Voorhees  v.  Mcikrlney,  51  N.  Y.  387  ;  Cone  v.  Donaldson,  47  Pa.  St.  363)  ; 
a  director  of  a  corporntion  who  brought  suit  as  an  attorney  against  such 
<'or(K)ration,  was  held  entitled  to  costs  {Chiistiev.  Sawyer,  44  N.H.298) ;  as  to 
u  st<x>k holder  sustaining  such  relation,  see  {Spence  v.  Whitaker,  3  Port.  297). 

An  attorney  can  recover  ordinary  witness  fees  when  he  ofl'ers  himself  as  a 
witUHts  in  his  own  cawe  (Leaver  v.  WhaJley,  2  DmvL  80  ;  Ta/iks  v.  Schmidt,  25 
How.  I*r.  340) ;  or  is  called  in  another's  case  during  his  regular  attendance  at 
that  term  {Parks  v.  Brewer,  I4  Pick.  192 ;  Marshall  v.  Parsons,  4  Jur.  1017 ; 
Abbott  S.Johnson,  47  Wis.  239) ;  but  fees  when  so  in  attendance  were  refused  in 
Mo  WiUiams  v.  Hopkins,  1  Whart.  276 ;  OumiR  w  v.  Huff,  1  Wend.  25  ;  Jones 
T.  BoUfford,  1  Pug,  <fc  E  ir.  581 ;  see  Reynolds  v.  Walker,  7  Hill  144). 
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These  charges  by  the  clerk  for  solicitor's  work  at  solicitor^ 
rates,  have  the  sanction  of  very  long-continued  practice  through 
the  administration  of  various  clerks,  and  the  propriety  thereof 
seems  not  to  have  been  called  in  question.  They  are  just.  If 
made  in  the  solicitor's  column  of  the  bill  of  costs  there  would  l)e 
no  ground  for  challenging  them,  for  the  solicitor  is  entitled  to 
make  them.  From  time  imtnemorial  the  practice  has  been,  for 
convenience,  to  charge  them  in  the  clerk's  column.  It  of  course 
makes  no  difference  to  the  suitor  who  is  required  to  pay  them, 
whether  they  are  charged  in  the  one  or  the  other.  If  the  clerk 
does  such  work  for  the  solicitor  at  his  request,  the  fee  allowed  to 
the  latter  by  the  fee  bill  would  be  the  reasonable  comi)ensation 
for  it. 


Where  the  cause  was  conducted  by  one  member  of  a  firm  of  attorneys,  the 
fees  of  another  member  called  as  a  witness  were  allowed  {Butter  v.  Hobson,  -7 
Bxng.  X  C  138,  1  Am.  4^4). 

QiKry,  whether  an  attorney  who  calls  himself  as  a  witness  can  now  recover 
his  fees,  since  other  parties  calling  themselves  cannot  (Qrinnel  v.  Dennimn,  l^ 
^w.  m,'  Hide  V.  MtiTiU,  27  Vt.  73S;  Nickfjls  v.  Brunswick,  S  Cliff.  88;  Par- 
^y- Martin, 3  PiUsb.  166;  Grub  v.  Simpson.O  Heisk.  92;  Delonvjn  v.  Cham- 
^«»,  4^  How.  Pr.  400  ;  Stratton  v.  Uptony  36  N.  H.  581 ;  see  Howes  v.  Bar- 
^^  IS  q.  B.  588). 

It  seems  a  co-defendant  who  attended  solely  as  a  witness  may  recover  (Barry 
^MeGrade,  14  Minn.  286) ;  so  if  the  plaintiff  call  the  defendant  {Harvey  v. 
T^Wnrft,  IJ.A  W.  197;  Goodwin  v.  Smith,  68  Ind.  301;  Leeds  v.  Amherst,  J  4 
Sim.  So7 ;  Young  v.  English,?  Bear.  10 ;  see  Hutehins  v.  Hutchins,  Ir.  L.  R. 
^i^'  Eq.)  453).  If  an  attorney  refuse  obedience  to  a  subpoena  he  can  be  pun- 
Jsbed  for  contempt  as  a  witness  only,  and  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  office  as 
•Woraey  {Com.  v.  Newman^  2  Phil<t.  262). 

If  in  attorney  bears  any  other  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  {e.  g.) 
w  an  agent,  auctioneer,  &c.,  the  court  will  not  exercise  summary  jurisdiction 
over  him  (CdcksY.Harman,  6  East  404;  Gruhb's  Case,  5  Taunt.  206;  Elwards 
▼.  Hodding,  Id.  815  ;  Toms  &  Moor^s  Case,  3  Ch.  Cham.  41 ;  see  Dickson  v.  Wil- 
^*»*(^4Ik  G.  &  J.  508  ;  CarrolPs  Ca»e,2  Ch.  Cham.  323;  Alien  v.  Aldridge, 
^  Beat.  401;  Eawesv.  Rams,  7  Sim.  624 ;  Weeks  on  AUys.  U  ^7,  ^4;  Smith  v. 
JffWon,  59  Ga.  523;  Pennock  v.  Fulkr,  41  Mich.  153  ;  17  Am.  Law  Reg.  (N. 
5.1 7,5.9  and  note). 

An  attorney  who  is  a  party  to  a  suit  is  entitled  to  recover  his  costs  {Gugy  v. 
-fiwji,  L.  R,  (i  P.  C.)  411y  reversing  S.  C.  11  Low.  Can.  409;  Jenis  v.  Deices, 

^  ^w.  P.  a  764). 

He  can  recover  nothing  for  loss  of  time  {Pritchard  v.  Walker,  5  C.dt  P.  212  ; 
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The  construction  of  the  fee-bill  which  has  been  followed  in 
the  taxation  of  costs  for  filing  the  answer  and  its  accompanying 
affidavits,  &c.,  has  existed  for  very  many  years  and  under  differ- 
ent clerks  in  chancery,  and  though  the  attention  of  the  legislature 
appears  to  have  been  drawn  to  it  in  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1879 
(P.  L,  of  1879  p.  103),  yet  it  left  the  construction  undisturbed 
except  in  the  respects  specified,  and  it  so,  by  implication,  recog- 
nized it.  By  that  act  it  is  provided  that  if  upon  any  paper  filed 
there  be  "  endorsed  any  return,  aifidavit  of  service  or  of  non-resi- 
dence or  statements  of  sheriffs  on  executions,  or  masters'  fees,  or 
other  matter,"  but  one  fee  for  filing  such  paper  with  such  matter 
endorsed  thereon  shall  be  allowed.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  pro- 
hibition (for  such,  in  view  of  the  existence  of  the  practice  under 
consideration,  it  in  effect  is)  is  directed  merely  to  certain  endorse- 
ments, and  it  does  not  extend  by  its  terms  (nor  by  implication) 
to  afiSdavits  of  verification  and  schedules  attached  to  a  bill  or 
answer.  It  has  reference  to  returns  and  matters  of  a  like  char- 
acter, without  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  they  are  made,  whether 
it  be  by  statement  or  affidavit. 

All  the  charges  excepted  to  are  allowable,  except  the  retaining 
fee  in  Mr.  Mount's  bill.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  employed 
counsel,  and  therefore  a  retaining  fee  will  not  be  allowed.  As 
to  the  alleged  excess  in  the  charges  and  allowances  for  the  num- 
ber of  folios  in  papers,  those  errors,  if  they  exist,  are  of  course  to 
be  corrected.  No  costs  of  this  motion  will  be  awarded  to  either 
party. 

CoUina  v.  Oodefroy^  1  B,  &  Ad,  950  ;  see  Corley  v.  Moore,  Glasae.  S36;  Severn  v. 
Olive,  3  Irish  Law  Bee.  193), 

He  is  not  obliged  to  pay  for  a  plea  where  he  himself  is  plaintiff  (^non. 
Sayer  77), 

The  institution  of  county  courts  does  not  destroy  an  attorney's  privilege  as 
to  suing  and  being  sued  in  his  own  court,  and  subject  him  to  costs  for  not  re- 
covering more  than  the  amount  recoverable  in  the  inferior  court  (LeuM  v. 
Hance,  6  D.  &  L.  64I,  11  Q,  B.  921;  Jeffreys  v.  Beart,  Id.  646;  Jones  v.  Brown, 
£  Exch,  329;  Johnson  v.  Bray,  2  B.  &  B.  698;  Borradaile  v.  Nelson,  U 
C.  B.  655  ;  but  see  Bailei/s  Case,  1  Johns.  Cos,  32  ;  Varian  v.  Ogilvie,  3  JohnB, 
450;  BouUon  v.  Hubbard,  6  Johns.  332;  WaUh  v.  Sackrider,  7  Johns,  537; 
Foster  v.  Qamsey^  13  Johns.  465 ;  Wood  v.  Gibson,  1  Oow.  597  ;  Draper  v.  Betu- 
ley,  8  U,  C,  Q.  B.  260).— B,^, 
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Samuel  M.  Dickinson 

V, 

The  Inhabitants  op  the  City  op  Trenton. 

1.  Where,  on  a  bill  to  remove  cloud  from  title,  arising  from  a  municipal  as- 
sesBment  and  sale  thereunder,  it  was  averred  merely  that  the  city  was  made  a 
party  to  a  suit  for  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  on  the  premises,  and  a  decree  ob- 
tained therein,  and  the  premises  sold — Heldf  on  demurrer,  that  such  decree 
and  proceedings  do  not  bar  the  city  from  selling  such  premises  under  a  valid 
assessment,  where  it  is  not  alleged  that  such  mortgage  was  prior  to  the  assess- 
ment, or  that  the  assessment  was  attacked  or  called  in  question  in  the  fore- 
I'losure  suit,  or  the  city  called  on  to  redeem  because  the  assessment  may  have 
been  paramount  to  the  mortgage. 

2.  A  sale  under  a  decree  obtained  in  this  court  cannot  be  attacked  collater- 
ally by  setting  up  that  the  solicitor  who  acknowledged  service  of  the  sub- 
poena on  the  party  affected  by  it  in  the  suit  in  which  the  decree  was  made  had 
no  authority  to  do  so,  nor  that  the  ticket  accompanying  the  subiKBua  did  not 
apprise  such  party  of  the  ground  on  which  he  was  made  defendant  to  the  suit 


Bill  to  remove  cloud  from  title.     On  demurrer  and  plea. 
Mr.  W.  L.  Dayton,  for  defendants. 

Mr,  S.  M.  Dickinson,  in  pro,  pera. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  remove  a  cloud  from  title.     Its  object  is  to 

obtain  a  decree  declaring  null  a  certain  assessment  made  by  the 

<nty  of  Trenton,  under  its  charter,  upon  the  complainant's  land 

there,  for  a  municipal  improvement,  and  a  sale  made  thereunder 

to  the  city.     The  bill  alleges  that  the  assessment  and  sale  were 

•llegal  and  invalid,  and  also  that  in  1876  a  mortgage  upon  the 

property  was  foreclosed  in  this  court,  in  a  suit  to  which  the  city 

was  a  party  defendant,  and  that  by  the  decree  in  that  suit  the 

city  was  foreclosed  of  all  title  to  the  premises  under  the  assess- 

"*ent    The  defendants  have  both  demurred  and  pleaded.     By 

^he  plea  they  plead  that  the  validity  of  the  assessment  has  been 
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•iulv  auil  conclusively  cstMbhed  at  law.  aoti  tbey  plead  also  that 
they  were  not  served  with  prcce^s  of  ^ubpceDa  in  the  foreclosure 
•ioit,  and  that  though  ?*r\*ioe  of  >iiKj"reiia,  therein  on  them  was  ac- 
kiKjwledged  by  a  ^»licitor  of  tlii-  ciKirt,  a.-?  **citT  solicitor"  of 
Trenton,  he  had  no  authority  to  ackiiowleilge  soch  sservice :  and 
further,  that  the  ticket  acctrnpanyin^  thi-  >ubj»opna  did  not  men- 
tion the  &r.?€ssmeiit.  but  onlv  an  ino>nsiderabIe  tax  which  had 
been  a-^iv^sssed  u[K»n  the  pn^perty.  It  i*a«:linitted  by  the  complain- 
ant that  the  plea  is  ^;oOil  so  far  as  the  validity  of  the  assessment 
and  sale  is  concerned,  irre^jiective  of  the  bar  of  the  decree  in  the 
foreclosure  suit,  and  that  the  bill  cann«*t  be  maintained  except  on 
the  ground  of  that  bar.  To  consider  the  claim  of  bar  as  made 
bv  the  bill  : 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  bill  that  the  defendants  were  made 
parties  to  the  foreclosure  suit  with  rtrS|Krci  to  the  af^sessment  in 
question.  It  does  not  appear  that  it  was  allegeil  in  the  bill  that 
the  mortgage  was  prior  in  date  to  the  assessment,  or  that  the  as- 
sessment was  attackeil  or  called  in  que<^ti«>n  in  any  way  whatever 
in  the  suit,  but  merelv  that  the  citv  was  a  defendant,  and,  bv  the 
terms  of  the  decree,  was  foreclosed  of  all  estate,  riglit,  title  and 
interest  in  the  mortgagetl  premises,  when  s*^ld  under  the  decree, 
and  that  the  complainant  in  this  suit  was  the  purchaser  of  the 
property  at  tlie  sheriff's  sale  under  the  decree.  The  averments 
of  the  bill  in  this  respect  are  not  sufficient  to  constitute  any  bar 
to  the  claim  of  the  citv  under  the  assessment.  Thouffh  the  citv 
was  a  defendant  to  the  suit,  yet  if  it  was  not  calleil  ujwn  therein 
to  answer  as  to  the  validity  or  lien  of  the  assessment,  or  the 
validity  of  the  sale  under  it,  it  is  not  barreil  by  the  decree.  The 
object  of  the  forecU>sure  suit  was  to  foreclose  the  equity  of  re- 
demption of  the  defendants  in  the  pro{)ert}'.  But  if  the  city  had 
a  title  or  claim  paramount  to  the  mortgage,  it  obviously  was  not 
embraced  even  in  the  terms  of  the  barring  clause  of  the  decree ; 
for  it  had  no  erjnity  of  redemption  with  resj)ect  to  such  claim,  so 
far  as  the  mortgage  of  the  complainant  in  that  suit  was  concerned, 
but  as  to  such  prior  claim  it  was  the  complainant  in  the  suit  who 
had  an  equity  to  re<leem  it.  Where  a  widow  was  made  a  party 
defendant  to  a  bill  for  foreclosure,  on  other  grounds  than  her 
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cJaim  to  dower  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  it  was  held  that  her 
Wglit  to  dower  was  not  affected  by  the  decree.      Wade  v.  Miller^ 
'?  Vt\  296.     See,  also,  Wilkim  v.  Kirkbride,  12  G  £*.  (?/•.  9.]  ;  and 
Let€fh  V.  Smith,  9  N.  Y,  502,    And  where,  in  a  suit  at  hiw,  a  decree 
in  a  suit  in  equity  was  relied  upon  as  a  defence,  and  it  appeared,  by 
conjparison  of  the  decree  with  the  issue  in  the  suit  in  which 
k  virams  made,  that  that  part  of  it  on  which  the  defendant's  defence 
in  1 1  >e  suit  at  law  depended  was  outside  of  the  issue,  it  was  held 
that     the  decree  was  a  nullity  as  to  that  part,  although  the  plain- 
tiff   "%^as  a  party  to  the  suit.     Munday  v.  Vailj  5  Vi\  ^18,     To 
illuistrate  further:  If,  in  a  foreclosure  suit  brought  on  a  second 
raoiTt"gage,  the  holder  of  a  prior  encumbrance  is  made  a  party,  not 
witii     respect  to  that  encumbrance,  but  of  some  other  one  subse- 
quern  mt  to  that  of  the  complainant,  and  the  prior  encumbrance  is 
not  £i.s8ailed  or  mentioned  in  the  bill,  it  is  obvious  that  he*would 
not     Idc  barred  of  his  claim  under  his  prior  encumbrance  by  the 
words  of  foreclosure  and  bar  in  the  decree.     Inasnmch  as  it  does 
not  a^ppear,  by  the  averments  of  the  bill  in  this  case,  that  the  as- 
sessoient  or  the  sale  under  it  was  in  anywise  called  in  question  in 
the    Foreclosure  suit,  or  the  city  therein  called  on  to  redeem  with 
respect  to  its   claim  under  them,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
decree  is  a  bar.     The  averments  of  the  bill  on  this  head  are  there- 
fore insufficient. 

^or  would  the  plea  have  been  good  if  the  averments  of  the 
bill  had  been  sufficient.  If  the  solicitor  bv  wiiom  the  service  of 
subpcfina  was  acknowledged  was  not  authorized  to  do  so,  and  if 
the  ticket  accompanying  the  subpoena  did  not  mention  the  assess- 
ment or  sale  thereunder,  the  fact  cannot  avail  the  defendants  i\^ 
a  bar  to  the  claim  of  the  complainant  under  the  sheriff's  dee<l. 
The  decree  is  his  protection  against  all  irregularities  in  the  pro- 
owdings  up  to  the  decree.  The  rule  is  laid  down  by  the  court 
of  errors  and  appeals  that  the  decision  of  a  domestic  court  of 
general  jurisdiction,  acting  within  the  scope  of  its  powers,  has  in- 
Iwrent  in  it  such  conclusive  force  that  it  cannot  be  challenged 
collaterally,  and  it  definitively  binds  all  parties  embraced  in  it, 
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unless  on  objection  made  to  such  court  itself,  or  in  a  direct  course 
of  appellate  procedure.  McGahill  v.  Equitable  Life  Assurance 
Soc,  11  a  E.  Gr.  531. 


Edith  Hankinson 

V. 

Samuel  E.  Hankinson. 


''The  separation  of  a  husband  and  wife,  acquiesced  in  by  the  wife,  and  which 

.  bhe  did  much  to  bring  about,  however  long  continued,,  does  not  constitute  de- 

l  sertion  to  authorize  a  divorce  on  her  petition.    Such  a  separation,  tiowever 


•-i 


i   would  become  desertion  from  the  lime  the  complaining  party  makes  sincere 
^  overtures  to  terminateli./  ~ ~ 


y^JVCttUICV    W    hUUlAI<»l\^         *| 


Petition  for  divorce.     On  pleadings  and  pi-oofs. 
Mr,  1,  R.  Wilson,  for  petitioner. 
Mr,  E,  W,  Evans,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  petitioner  prays  a  divorce  from  her  husband,  on  the 
ground  of  desertion.  By  the  jietition  she  alleges  that  he  de- 
serted her  in  October,  1874.  He,  though  he  does  not,  by  his 
answer,  expressly  deny  the  charge,  does  so  substantially,  setting 
forth  the  circumstances  of  the  separation,  which  he  attributes 
wholly  to  his  wife,  and  alleging  that  as  long  ago  as  1873  she  de- 
termined that  she  would  not  live  with  him,  and  has  adhered  to 
such  determination.  He  avers  that  he  has  been  willing  at  all 
times  since  then  to  support  her  and  his  children,  as  far  as  his 
wages  would  go,  and  that  he  has  clothed  one  of  the  children,  but 
that  his  wife  has  resolved  not  to  live  with  him.  The  parties 
were  married  in  1866,  and  they  have  ever  since  resided  in 
Trenton.  Their  separation  began  in  October,  1873,  up  to  which 
time  they  had   lived  together  as  husband  and  wife.     In  that 
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inoii^  the  petitioner's  mother  died,   and  very  soon  after  the 
fan^»al  the  petitioner  left  her  husband  to  go  to  Maryland,  on  a 
visi  t    tp  her  sister,  who  lived  there.     She  appears  to  have  been 
abs^x^t  (returning  in  the  meantime  to  Trenton  for  a  day)  for 
8ev^:ral  weeks.     During  her  absence,  the  defendant  lived  at  his 
fatl^^r's  house,  which  was  near  the  house  in  which  the  parties 
resided  when  the  se|)aration  l)egan.     The  petitioner  returned  to 
tlie  latter  house  (which  belonged  to  her  mother's  estate),  when  she 
caiix^  from  Maryland,  and  ever  since  then  the  separation   has 
contrinued.     The  relations  between  them  prior  to  her  mother's 
death  were  not  pleasant.     Her  mother  lived  in  their  family,  and 
for  six  months  l)efore  her  mother's  death  the  petitioner  refused 
to  speak  to  her  husband.     The  reason  seems  to  have  been  his 
refusal  to  speak  to  her  mother,  between  whom  and  him  there 
were  unpleasant  feelings,  arising  out  of  his  objection  to  the  fre- 
<\aent  visits  and  <'<M)tinned  stay  of  her  sister  and  her  child  to  the 
house.    On  the  iluy  her  mother  died,  he  offered  his  wife  his  con- 
iloienoe,  and   proffered   his   services   in    regard   to  the  funeral 
arrangements,  but  she  declined  them,  saying  that  he  had  done 
i^othing  for  her  mother  when  siie  was  living,  and  that  she  did 
not  want  him  to  do  anything  for  her  then.     For  six  months 
Offore  that  time  he  had  taken  all  his  meals  at  his  father's  house, 
*«ind  his  mother  did  most  of  the  mending  of  his  clothing.     Ac- 
cording to  all  the  testimony,  he  never  treate<l  his  wife  unkindly. 
He  testifies  that  on  the  morning  after  the  funeral  (he  thinks  it 
was  the  8th  of  October,  1873),  his  wife  came  into  his  room  when 
ne  was  dressing  to  go  to  his  work  (he  is  a  carpenter),  and  asked 
"ini  if  he  thought  as  much  of  the  children  as  she  did ;  to  which 
"C  replied  that  he  did  not  know  how  much  she  thought  of  them, 
out  he  thought  a  good  deal  of  them ;  that  she  then  said  that  she 
M  a  proposition  to  make  to  him,  and   it  was  this :  that  if  he 
would  give  her  six  dollars  a  week,  as  he  had   theretofore,  he 
oould  come  to  the  house  and  sleep,  as  he  had  been  doing,  but 
should  take  his  meals  at  his  father's ;  for  as  to  living  with  him 
^  his  wife,  she  had  promised  her  mother  that  after  the  latter 
was  dead  and  buried  she  would  never  do  it.     He  says  she  added 
that  she  asked  no  odds  of  him,  that  she  had  plenty  of  money  to 
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keep  hentdfy  and  if  he  woaI«i  doc  d«>  ae  she  propaeed,  he  shoaU 
nol  be  there  with  the  children.  He  farther  sacws  that  she  then 
told  him  that  she  was  going  away  from  Trenton^  and  did  not 
know  how  long  she  woaU  be  gone — that  ^he  wk  going  home 
with  her  sidter.  Two  or  three  dairs  after  that  she  left  for  Marv. 
land,  and  was»  gone,  he  sajs,  ontil  somecime  in  the  latter  part  of 
the  following  month.  He  ai^ked  her  if  she  woold  not  write  to 
him  while  she  was  awav,  and  let  him  know  how  the  children  were« 
and  she  said  »he  woald  not.  She  denies  that  she  told  him  what  be 
swears  she  did  in  the  conirenjation  above  stated^  said  to  have  taken 
place  on  the  8th  of  October.  There  is  some  corroboration,  however* 
of  his  testimony  in  that  of  the  witness  Albertson.  She  is  not  cor- 
rol>orated  in  anv  waj ;  and  I  see  no  reason  for  refusing  to  the 
defendant's  testimony,  if  ancorroborated,  at  least  as  moch  confi- 
dence as  to  hers,  equally  nnsapported.  He  says  that  when  i^he 
went  away,  he  did  not  know  that  she  was  going  to  leave  on  that 
day,  and  that  she  caused  his  trunk,  containing  his  underclothing, 
to  be  set  out  on  the  back  piazza  of  the  house  in  which  they 
lived,  and  such  of  his  outside  clothing  as  he  kept  in  his  room,  to 
be  placed  on  top  of  it,  wrapped  in  paper,  and  locked  up  the  house 
and  went  away  in  his  absence.  She  and  some  of  her  witnesses  say 
that  he  himself  caused  the  trunk  and  underclothing  to  be  placed 
there,  in  view  of  her  intended  departure.  She  did  not  write  to 
him  while  she  was  absent,  nor  did  she  send  him  any  message. 
She  returned  for  a  day  (to  get  some  money  to  pay  her  board  iu 
Maryland,  she  says),  but  did  not  go  to  see  him,  nor  inform  him, 
or  attc*mpt  to  inform  him,  in  any  way,  of  her  presence  in 
Trenton.  When  she  returned  to  Trenton  to  stay,  she  sent  him 
word,  she  says,  that  she  and  the  children  had  returned.  He 
denies  that  he  received  any  notification  whatever.  Fn»m  that 
time  to  this  they  have  lived  near  each  other — she  in  the  house 
in  which  they  had  previously  lived,  and  he  at  his  father's,  near 
by.  Their  two  children  have  lived  with  her.  They  have  visite*! 
him,  and  he  has  bought  clothes  for  the  boy,  but  never  has  been 
requested  to  do  anything  for  the  girl.  He  and  his  wife  have 
never  sfiokcn  to  each  other  but  onoe  in  all  that  time.  She  has 
never  asked  for  any  money,  or  any  assistance  of  any  kind,  from 
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him,  but  has  lived  on  her  income  received  from  her  property 
and  her  profits  in  keeping  boarders.  She  has  said  (but  not  to 
him),  within  a  few  months  before  this  suit  was  brought,  that  she 
was  willing  to  live  with  him  if  he  would  return  to  her,  and  there 
is  evidence  that  he  has  said,  within  the  same  time,  that  he  would 
not  live  with  her  again.  It  is  also  proved  that  he  has  also  said 
he  was  willing  to  assist  her  in  any  way,  if  she  wanted  his  assist- 
ance. She  says  that  the  reason  why  he  would  not  live  with  her 
-was  because  of  her  unwillingness  to  give  him  control  of  her 
property ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  it. 

A  full  and  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  leads  me  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  separation  between  these  parties  was  not 
sought  by  the  defendant,  and  that  it  has  not  been  without  the 
consent  or  against  the  will  of  the  petitioner.     She  has  never 
even  intimated  to  his  father  or  mother,  with  both  of  whom  she 
has  been  on  friendly  terms,  any  desire  that  he  should  live  with 
her.     His  mother  says  that  the  petitioner  has  never  mentioned 
his  name  to  her  since  the  separation.     She  has  never  spoken  to, 
or  communicated  with,  her  husband  but  once  since  the  separa- 
tion^ and  that  was  shortly  after  her  return  from  Maryland,  and 
then  the  conversation  was  about  his  paying  for  a  pair  of  shoes 
which  she  says  he  ordered  for  the  girl  when  she  went  to  Mary- 
land, and  refused    to  pay  for,  but  which   he  denies  that   he 
ordered.     When  they  have  met   in  the  street   they  have  not 
spoken  to  each  other.     He  says  she  would  turn  her  head  away 
from  him  when  they  met.     There  has,  indeed,  been  a  cessation 
of  cohabitation,  but  that  it  has  been  with  her  hearty  acquies- 
cence is  evident  from  their  relations  to  each  other  before  it  be- 
gan and  her  conduct  towards  him  since  it  has  continued.    When 
itiqoired  of  on  the  witness-stand  as  to  whether  she  had  made  any 
overtures  to  her  husband,  she  answered  that  she  had  not,  and 
gave  as  her  reason  that  it  was  as  much  his  duty  to  seek  her  as  it 
^^  hers  to  seek  him.     The  testimony  is,  on  many  points,  oon- 
flictmg  and  positively  contradictory,  and  some  of  the  witnesses 
«re  not  such  as  to  inspire  confidence.     The  testimony  of  the 
|>etitioQer  herself  is  by  no  means  free  from  criticism.     She  evi- 
^^tly  testifies  under  a  strong  bias.     Enough  appears  from  the 
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testimony  as  a  whole,  however,  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
the  separation  complained  of  was,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  not 
against  her  will,  and  that  she,  at  least,  cheerfully  acquiesced  in  it. 
Where,  from  mutual  dislike,  incompatibility  of  temper,  uncon- 
geniality  or  other  cause,  husband  and  wife  voluntarily  separate^ 
such  separation,  however  long  continued,  will  not  of  itself  con- 
stitute desertion  on  either  side,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  It  will  become  a  desertion,  however,  from  the  time 
when  a  renewal  of  marital  cohabitation  is  sincerely  sought,  or, 
in  other  words,  from  the  j)eriod  when  the  mutual  acquiescence  ia 
the  separation  is  put  at  an  end  by  the  overtures  of  the  complain- 
ing party.  \|Iad  the  petitioner,  at  any  time  during  the  separa- 
tion, communicated  to  her  husband  her  wish  that  he  would,  or 
willingness  that  he  should,  live  with  her  as  her  husband,  and  he 
had  refused,  from  that  time  he  would  have  been  chargeable  with 
desertiony  But  there  is  no  evidence  on  which  any  reliance  can 
be  placed,  of  any  such  desire  or  willingness  on  her  part.  She 
says  that  when  she  returned  from  Maryland  she  sent  the  children 
to  his  father's  house,  to  inform  him  that  "  they  had  got  home." 
One  of  the  children — the  girl — was  then  about  five  years  old, 
and  the  other — the  boy — only  between  two  and  three.  The  girl 
testifies,  indeed  (when  she  was  sworn  she  was  between  eleven  and 
twelve  years  old),  that  she  told  him  that  "  they  had  got  home, 
and  asked  him  if  he  was  not  going  to  live  with  them  again," 
and  that  he  replied,  "  No ;  but  it  is  all  right,"  The  petitioner, 
however,  does  not  say  that  she  told  her  to  ask  the  question ; 
and  if  the  relations  between  her  and  her  husband  were  not  un- 
pleasant when  she  went  away  (and  she  went,  she  says,  to  Mary- 
land with  his  consent,  and  merely  on  a  visit),  it  does  not  appear 
why  she  should  have  asked  such  a  question,  involving,  as  it  did, 
the  suggestion  that  he  had  abandoned  her — which,  according  to 
her  testimony,  she  had  no  reason  whatever  to  suspect.  It  does 
not  appear  that  he  had  separated  himself  from  her  at  all  then, 
except  in  accordance  with  her  desire  and  for  her  accommodation, 
to  enable  her  to  visit  her  sister.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defend- 
ant swears  that  he  did  not  receive  any  message  whatever  from, 
her  by  the  children,  but  that  he  first  saw  them  in  the  street,  and 
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they  avoided  him,  and  he  was  compelled  to  employ  the  kind 
offices  of  a  friend  to  induce  them  to  come  to  him.     Again,  as 
before  stated,  the  daughter,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  message, 
was  but  five  years  old.     For  that  reason,  if  for  no  other,  her 
testimony  on  the  subject  cannot  outweigh  the  sworn  denial  of  the 
defendant.     The  petitioner  has  never,  according  to  her  own  tes- 
timony, sent  a  kind  or  conciliatory  message  to  her  husband, 
but  has  treated  him  with  unconcern,  if  not  with  evidences  of 
positive  dislike.     Her  attitude  has  been  that  of  acquiescence,  at 
least,  in  a  separation  which  she  appears  to  have  done  much  to 
bring  about,  and  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  at  any 
time  against  her  will.    She  has  never  complained  that  he  did  not 
live  with  her.     She  would,  apparently,  have  been  entirely  satis- 
fied if  he  had  supported  her  and  the  children,  even  though  he 
lived  separate  from  her.     She  does  not  appear  to  have  desired 
his  society,  but  the  contrary.    Both  parties  are  in  the  wrong.    It 
is  not  profitable  to  inquire  on  which  side  the  preponderance  is. 
For  the  sake  of  their  children,  they  ought  not  to  have  been  sat- 
isfied to  live  separate  from   each  other,  but  should    have  en- 
deavored to  efifect  a  reconciliation.   They  have  not  done  so.   The 
sejmration  which  has  existed   is  not,  on  either  side,  desertion, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.     It  has  been  frequently  held 
that  the  separation  which  constitutes  desertion  must  have  been 
against  the  will  of  the  complainant.     Moores  v.  Moores,  1  C.  E. 
Oi:  276 ;  Bowlby  v.  Bowlhy,  10  C.  E,  Gf.  JfiG ;   S.  C.  on  ap- 
pealy  Id.  570 ;  Belton  v.  Bellon,  11  C.  E.  Gr.  U9 ;    Taylor  v. 
Taylor,  1  Stew.  Eq.  207. 
The  petition  will  be  dismissed. 
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WiLiJAM  M.  Davis,  assignee,  &c., 

V. 

Joseph  Howell,  assignee,  &c. 

On  marshaling  the  assets  of  both  partnership  and  individual  estates,  under 
separate  assignments  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  partnership  creditors  are 
not  entitled,  after  exhausting  the  partnership  assets,  to  resort  to  the  individual 
assets  until  after  the  individual  creditors'  claims  have  been  satisfied. 


Bill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  bill  and  answer, 

3/r.  J.  F.  Duinont,  for  complainant. 

Mr.  O.  M,  Shipman  and  Mr.  J.  O.  Shipman  for  answering 
defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

John  C.  Bennett  and  James  M.  Andrews  were,  on  or  about 
the  10th  of  February,  1876,  partnere  in  business  in  Phillipsburg. 
On  that  day  they  made  an  assignment  under  the  assignment  act, 
for  the  equal  benefit  of  their  creditors,  to  the  complainant,  Wil- 
liam M.  Davis.  Five  days  after  the  making  of  that  assignment 
Andrews  made  an  assignment,  under  the  act  for  the  equal  benefit 
of  his  creditors,  to  the  complainant  and  Joseph  Howell,  and 
about  the  same  time  Bennett  made  a  like  assignment  to  Sylvester 
A.  Comstock  and  Charles  F.  Fitch.  The  partnership  estate 
will  pay  a  dividend  of  only  about  eleven  per  cent,  of  the  part- 
nei-ship  debts.  Most  of  the  partnership  creditors  have  put  in 
their  claims  under  the  assignment  of  Andrews,  and  claim  and 
insist  upon  a  proportionate  participation  with  his  individual 
creditors  therein  as  to  so  much  of  their  claims  as  may  not  be  paid 
out  of  the  partnership  estate,  and  they  threaten  the  complainant 
and  his  co-assignee  of  Andrews's  estate  with  legal  proceedings  if 
their  demand  be  not  complied  with.     The  complainant  therefore 

Note.— See  Howell  v.  Tee/,  i?  Stew.  Eq.  4^0^  nof«.— Rep. 
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comes  into  this  court  for  protection  and  instructions  as  to  his 
duty  in  the  premises.     His  co-assignee,  Howell,  is  a  creditor  of 
Andrews's  estate,  and  he  is  made  a  defendant. 

The  question  presented  has  been  often  discussed,  and,  though 
there  exists  some  contrariety  of  judicial  determination  upon  it, 
must  be  considered  as  settled  by  the  great  weight  of  authority. 
The  rule  is  laid  down  in  the  text-books  that  joint  debts  are  enti- 
<led  to  priority  of  payment  out  of  the  joint  estate,  and  separate 
debts   out    of  the   separate    estate.      Story^s  Eq^    Jur.  §  675 ; 
SneWs  PHn.  of  Eq,  4.19 ;    Story  on   Part.  §  376 ;  Kent's   Com. 
^if  ^o  ;  Parsons  on  Part,  4S0,     And  though  the  propriety  of 
the  rule  has  been  often  and  i)ersistently  questioned  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  a  violation  of  principle,  and  devoid  of  equity,  and  was 
originally  adopted  from  considerations  of  convenience  only,  and 
ia  bankruptcy  cases,  and  not  on  principles  of  general  equity,  yet 
it  is  so  firmly  established  that  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  fixed  rule 
of  equity.     Its  history  is  so  well  known,  and  has  been  so  often 
stated,  that  it  is  profitless  to  repeat  it.     It  was  declared  in  1715, 
i»  Ex  parte  Crowder,  2  Vern,  706;  it  was  afiSrmed   by  Lord 
Hardwicke,  and    though  Lord   Thurlow  refused    to  follow  it, 
It  was  restored  by  Lord  Loughborough  and  followed  by  Lord 
EWon,  and  it  has  existed  ever  since  in  the  English  chancery.     It 
"as  an  exception  where  there  is  no  joint  estate  and  no  solvent 
partner.     But  where  there  is  any  joint  estate  the  rule  is  to  be 
applied.     That  part  of  the  rule  which  gives  the  joint  creditors  a 
preference  upon  the  joint  estate  has  been  repeatedly  recognized  in 
^'•is  state.     Caminack  v.  Johiison,  1   Gr.  Ch,  163 ;  Mallack  v. 
J(xin%  2  Beas.  126;  Mittnight  v.  Smith,  2  C.  E.  Gr.  259;  Scull 
V.  Alter,  1  Harr.  U7 ;    Curtis  v.    Hollingshead,  2    Gr.  402; 
^rom  V.  Bissett,  1  Zab.  46  ;  Linford  v.  Linfordy  4  Dutch.  113. 
In  Scull  V.  Alter  the  supreme  court  recognized  the  rule  in  all  its 
Pai'U.    Chief  Justice  Horn  blower,  by  whom  the  opinion  of  the 
<^urt  was  delivered  (the  question  arose  under  an  assignment  un- 
^^r  the  assignment  act,  and  was  the  same  as  is  presented  in  this 
<^),  said  :  "  But  if  it  is  an  assignment  not  only  of  the  partner- 
ship efiects  and  property  of  the  firm  of  Carhart  &  Britton,  but 
an  individual  and  several   assignment   by    them    of  their 
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respective  and  several  estates,  then  it  must  be  treated  as  such. 
The  estates  and  debts  must  be  marshaled ;  the  partnership  efiects 
applied  in  the  first  instance  to  the  {lartnecship  debts  ;  the  effects 
of  Carhart  applied  in  the  first  instance  to  the  pavment  of  his 
separate  debts,  and  in  like  manner  the  efiects  of  Brittmi  to  the 
{)ayment  of  debts  due  from  him  individually." 

In  Connecticut  the  rule  is  not  followed,  and  that  |)art  of  it 
which  gives  the  separate  creditors  a  preference  upon  the  separate 
estate  has  been  repudiated.  Camp  v.  Grant,  21  Conn.  41,  It 
has  been  repudiated  also  in  certain  other  states.  Batrlwdl  v. 
Pm-y,  19  Vt  292;  Emanuel  w  Bird,  19  Ala.  596.  But  the 
doctrine  is  recognized  elsewhere,  and  has  been  established  after 
thorough  discussion  and  careful  consideration.  In  Wilder  v. 
Keeler,  3  Paige  167 ^  Chancellor  Walworth,  after  a  full  discussion 
of  the  subject,  gives  the  sanction  of  liis  weighty  opinion  to  the 
rule  as  a  doctrine  of  equity.  He  says :  "  In  tlie  case  now  under 
consideration  there  was,  at  the  death  of  G.  F.  Lush,  a  large  joint 
fund  belonging  to  the  partnership,  out  of  which  the  joint  cred- 
itors were  entitled  to  a  priority  of  payment,  and  out  of  which 
several  of  the  joint  creditors  who  have  .come  in  under  this  de- 
cree, have  actually  secured  a  |>ortion  of  their  debts.  Nothing 
but  an  unbending  rule  of  law  should,  under  such  circumstances, 
induce  the  court  to  permit  them  to  come  in  for  the  residue  of 
their  debts,  ratably,  with  the  separate  creditors.  The  amount  of 
the  fund  which  will  remain  after  paying  the  separate  creditors 
being  a  fund  which  could  not  be  reached  at  law  by  the  joint 
creditors  whose  remedy  survived  against  the  surviving  partner 
alone,  must  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  equitable  assets,  and 
must  l)e  distributed  among  the  joint  creditors,  upon  the  principle 
of  this  court  that  equality  is  equity."  The  doctrine  was  recog- 
nized in  Morgah  v.  Skidmorcy  55  Barb,  263,  In  Pennsylvania 
in  BM  v.  Newman,  5  8.  &  R,  78,  91,  92,  Gibson  (afterwards 
chief-justice),  in  a  dissenting  opinion,  strongly  supports  the  rule 
as  one  founded  on  the  most  substantial  justice.  In  Black^s  Ap- 
peal, 44  -P<*«  St  503,  and  again  in  McOormaok^a  Appeal,  65  Pa, 
St,  252,  the  doctrine  is  completely  recognized  and  affirmed.  In 
South  Carolina,  in  Woddrop  v.  Price,  3  Deaauas,  203 ;  Twano  v. 
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TrezecarU,  ^  Desauss.  ^64,,  and  Hall  v.  Hall,  2  McCord'a  Ch.  ^69, 
the  doctrine  was  held  to  be  a  doctrine  of  equity.     In  Massachu- 
setts it  is  established  by  statute.     In  Murt-iU  v.  Neill,  8  How, 
4-^4^y  it  is  recognized  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States. 
The  objection  that  is  always  pressed  as  the  conclusive  argument 
against  it  is,  that  partnership  debts  are  several  as  well  as  joint, 
and    it  is  urged  that  therefore  the  partnership  creditor  has  an 
equal  claim  upon  the  individual  estate  with  the  separate  creditor. 
But  it  is  bejrond  dispute  that  in  equity  the  former  has  a  preferred 
clain^upcm  the  partnership  estate.     To  accord  to  him  an  equal 
claim  as  to  the  balance  of  his  debt,  which  the  partnership  assets 
may   not  be  sufficient   to  satisfy,  with   the   individual  creditor^ 
would  be  to  give  him  an  advantage  to  which  he  is  not  equitably 
entitled.     If  he  obtains  a  legal  lien  on  the  separate  estate  he  will 
not  be  deprived   of    it.      Wiaham  v.  lAppincoU,  1  Stock  353 ; 
Ba.ndolph  v.  Daly,  1  C.  E.  Or.  313 ;  National  Bank  v.  SpraguCy 
6  C.  E.  Or.  IS;  HaweU  v.    Ted,  2  Stew.   Eq.  IfiO.     But   if 
lie  has  no  such  lien^  and    the  assets  are  to  be  marshaled   in 
cqaity,  that  same  equitable  doctrine  by  which  the  partnershij> 
assets  are  devoted  in  the  first  place  to  tiie  payment  of  his  debt  to 
^e  exclusion  of  the  separate  creditor,  and  to  which  he  is  indebted 
for  the  preference,  will,  in  like  manner  and  for  like  reason,  give 
tfle  latter  preference  upon  the  separate  property.     Such  was  the 
view  of  Chancellor  Kent.     He  says  :  "So  far  as  the  partnership 
property  has  been  acquired  by  means  of  partnership  debts,  those 
oebts  have,  in  equity,  a  priority  of  claim  to  l)e  discharged,  and  the 
separate  creditors  are  only  entitled  in  equity  to  such  payment 
from  the  surplus  of  the  joint  fund  after  satisfaction  of  the  joint 
debts.    The  equity  of  the  rule,  on  the  other  hand,  equally  re- 
<loire8  that  the  joint  creditors  should  only  look  to  the  surplus  of 
4e  separate  estates  of  the  partners  after  payment  of  the  separate 
debts.    It  was  a  principle  of  the  Roman  law,  and  it  has  been 
*iknowledged   in  the  equity  jurisprudence  of  Spain,  England 
wd  the  United  States,  that  partnership  debts  must  be  paid  out 
of  the  partnership  estate,  and  private  and  separate  debts  out  of 
the  private  and   separate    estate   of   the   individual    partner.'^ 
SKenfa  Cbm.  64,  65.    The  obvious   infirmity  of  the  objection 
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to  the  rule  is,  that  it  leaves  out  of  consideration  the  fact  that  it  is 
to  equity  that  the  joint  cre«liti>r  is  indebted  for  hb  preference.  It 
»  also  urged  that  instead  of  the  rule,  it  would  be  more  equitable 
to  require  the  joint  creditor  to  have  recourse  to  the  partnership 
property  before  allowing  him  to  participate  in  the  separate  estate, 
on  the  equitable  ground  that  he  has  two  funds  for  the  payment 
of  his  debt,  while  the  separate  creditor  has  but  one ;  but  the  rule 
as  established  is  a  rule  of  justice  and  equity.  It  has  for  its 
basis  the  presumption  that  joint  debts  have  been  contracted  on 
the  credit  of  the  joint  estate,  and  separate  debts  on  that  qf  the 
separate  estate.  It  has  the  weight  of  great  authority  and  long 
establishment,  notwithstanding  persistent  objection  and  some 
fluctuation,  and  it  is  based  on  equitable  principles.  Sound  policy 
is  in  its  favor.  Thougii  there  may  be,  as  there  is  in  the  case  of 
all  such  rules,  instances  in  which  it  works  unsatisfactorily,  yet 
that  on  the  whole,  and  as  a  rule,  it  has  not  operated  unjustly,  is 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  it  has  existed  so  long  {Ex  parte  Crowder 
was  decided  in  1715),  notwithstanding  opposition,  and  that  in 
Massachusetts,  at  least,  it  has,  in  the  face  of  the  opposition 
referred  to,  been  established  by  legislative  authority,  and  that,  too, 
as  lately  as  1838.  In  this  state  it  has,  as  has  been  shown,  the 
sanction  of  our  judicial  tribunals,  and  it  is  too  firmly  established 
to  be  disturbed.  It  is  true  that  in  Mlsham  v.  Lippincott,  1 
Stock,  3o'3jSo6y  the  chancellor  expressed  strong  doubt  of  its  cor- 
rectness, as  a  general  rule ;  but  in  the  other  cases  before  cited, 
both  previous  and  subsequent,  the  rule  has  been  reo^nized  with- 
out any  expression  of  disapprobation  or  dissatisfaction. 

There  will  be  a  decree  that  the  joint  assets  be  first  applied  to 
the  payment  of  the  joint  debts,  and  the  separate  assets  to  the 
separate  debts,  and  that  the  joint  creditors  may  participate  in  any 
surplus  of  the  separate  assets  which  may  remain  afler  payment 
of  the  seimrate  debts.  The  costs  of  the  parties  will  be  paid  out 
of  the  funds  represented  by  the  complainant — the  partnership 
estate — and  Andrews's  estate  in  equal  shares. 
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Israel  B.  Adams 

V. 

Maria  Beideman  et  al. 

A  testator  gave  his  homestead  farm  to  three  of  his  children  eqaally,  and 
farther  gave  l^^acies  to  his  widow  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  ''  secured  on  good  free- 
hold security,  and  the  interest  thereof  paid  half-yearly  to  her ; "  and  also  tiie 
interest  on  a  legacy  to  a  daughter  for  life.  He  then,  after  the  payment  or  se* 
curing  of  the  above-named  legacies,  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate,  including 
the  remainders  of  the  legacies,  to  the  three  first-named  children.  One  of  them 
and  a  person  not  of  the  family  were  the  executors.  They  had  never  filed  any 
acooont    On  a  bill  for  a  partition  of  the  farm  by  such  executor — Held, 

(1)  That  the  legacies  were  charged  on  the  whole  farm,  and  the  amount  due 
thereon  ought  to  be  ascertained  before  a  sale  was  ordered  on  partition. 

(2)  That  the  complainant,  who,  by  purchase  from  his  brother,  since  testator's 
death,  had  acquired  another  third  of  the  farm,  and  had  occupied  it  since  then, 
oonld  not  be  called  to  account  by  the  defendant,  for  the  one-third  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  farm  during  his  occupancy,  without  a  cross-bill. 

(3)  That  since  the  amount  of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  extent  of  the  de- 
ficiency thereof  to  satisfy  the  debts  and  legacies,  did  not  appear,  a  sale  would 
not  be  ordered  until  after  the  executors  have  settled  their  account  in  the 
orphans  court. 

Bill  for  partition.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

Jtfr.  C  A.  Bergen,  for  complainant. 

Jtfr.  T.  J.  Middletaa  and  Mr.  T.  B.  Hamed,  for  the  answering 
^rfendant,  Maria  Beideman. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  prays  a  partition  of  a  farm  in  Camden  county,  of 
^Mch  Isaac  Adams^  father  of  the  complainant,  died  seized  in 
1877,  and  which,  by  his  will,  he  gave  to  his  three  children, 
Israel  B.  Adams,  Maria  Beideman  and  George  W.  Adams.  The 
complainant,  having  bought  George's  share,  is  the  owner  of  two- 
Airds  of  the  property,  and  Maria  of  the  other  third.  By  his 
will,  Isaac  Adams,  after  directing  that  his  debts  be  paid  by  his 
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executors,  gave  to  his  widow  two  promissory  notes  which  he  held 
and  the  sum  of  $500  in  cash,  and  then  ordered  that  the  sum  of 
$1,500  of  his  estate  be  secured  on  good  freehold  security  and  the 
interest  thereof  paid  half-yearly  to  her;  which  bequests  he  de- 
clared were  in  lieu  of  dower.  He  next  gave  his  daughter,  Rebecca 
Ann  Grarwood,  the  interest  of  $500  for  life,  and  then  made  the 
following  disposition  of  the  residue  of  his  estate,  subsequently, 
liowever,  excepting  therefrom  certain  articles  of  personal  prox)erty 
which  he  gave  to  his  widow : 

"After  the  debts  and  expenses  and  the  above-named  legacies  be  paid  or  se- 
cured to  the  interest  of  the  above-named  legatees,  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the 
residue  and  remainder  of  my  estate,  real,  personal  or  mixed,  including  the  $500 
after  the  death  of  my  daughter  Rebecca  Ann,  and  also  the  $1,500  secured  to 
my  wife,  Jane  Ann,  after  her  death  or  ceasing  to  remain  my  widow,  to  my 
three  children,  Maria  Beideman,  Israel  B.  Adams  and  Greorge  W.  Adams, 
share  and  share  alike,  equal  between  the  three." 

There  can  be  no  question  that  the  legacies  to  the  widow  and 
Rebecca  Ann  are  charged  upon  tlie  real  estate.  Cbrwine  v.  Cbr- 
wine,  9  C,  E.  Gr.  579,  The  farm  is  not  divisible  among  the 
owners  without  great  prejudice  to  the  interest  of  Mrs.  Beideman 
at  least.  Moreover,  it  is,  as  a  whole,  subject  to  the  lien  of 
the  legacies. 

Mrs.  Beideman  insists  that  the  complainant  is  bound  to 
account  to  her  in  this  suit  for  one-third  of  the  value  of  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  farm  from  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death.  She  has  lived  in  part  of  the  house  on  the  property  ever 
since  that  time,  and  he  has  occupied  the  rest  of  it,  and  has,  as  she 
insists,  tilled  the  farm,  assuming  (Jontrol  over  it  and  excluding 
her  therefrom,  and  has  taken  the  profits  thereof  to  his  own  use. 
But  in  the  condition  of  the  pleadings  the  complainant  cannot  be 
called  to  account  in  this  suit.  There  is  no  cross-bill,  and  it  may 
be  remarked  that  the  answer  does  not  even  refer  to  the  matter. 
It  merely  "  admits  "  that,  at  the  decease  of  the  testator,  the  com- 
plainant was  in  the  occupation  of  the  farm  (except  the  part  of 
the  house  occupied  by  Mrs.  Beideman)  under  a  lease  from  the 
testator,  and  that  lie  still  is  in  possession ;  and  it  "  charges  '*  that 
he  is  in  great  arrears  for  rent  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
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far jcaa.     But  if  the  claim  had  been  set  up  by  the  answer  it  could 
«oti     le  considered.     A  cross-bill  was  necessary. 

i^^  the  bill  it  is  alleged  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator 
am<:^^ lints  to  but  little  more  than  enough  to  pay  the  debts,  and  is 
entJL  :B7ely  inadequate  to  pay  the  legacies.     The  answer  denies  the 
trudi  of  this  statement,  and  charges  the  complainant  (he  and 
Joe-X    Horner  were  the  executors  of  the  will)  with  neglect  in  the 
perfijrmance  of  his  duty  as  executor  in  not  appraising,  collecting 
anti     accounting  for  all  of  the  personal  property,  and  insists  that 
if  tl^i^  estate  were  properly  settled,  suflBcient  money  could  be  real- 
ized    to  pay  the  debts  and  part  of  the  legacies.     It  also  claims 
tha.t::    the  complainant  is  himself  a  debtor  of  the  estate,  and  it 
insists  that  the  amount  of  the  deficiency  in  payment  of  the  lega- 
cies,  after  applying  thereto  the  personal  estate  applicable,  should 
l)e  ^Lscertained  before  a  sale  of  the  property  should  be  ordered. 
Th^   legacies  are  a  charge  on  the  whole  property,  and  the  amount 
of   t; lie  lien  should  be  ascertained  before  the  sale;  for  the  prop- 
erty   would  be  sold  subject  to  it.     Mrs.  Beideman  insists  that  the 
<»J*^j)lainant  and  his  co-executor  should  be  called  to  an  account 
her-^  for  their  delinquency  in  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  and 
that^    the   amount  applicable   to  the   payment   of  the   legacies 
should  be  ascertained  in  this  suit.     But  the  pleadings  are  not  apt 
tor  t-hat  purpose.     They  have  not  been  ciilled  into  court  to  settle 
thfe  estate.    The  complainant^sbill  prays  for  partition  merely,  and 
Horner  is  a  defendant  thereto  only  as  being  interested  in  the 
raiding  and  investing  of  the  legacies  out  of  the  land.     If  Mrs. 
Beideman  desired  to  call  them  to  account  for  the  estate  in  this 
i*^*^t,  she  was  bound  to  do  so  by  cross-bill.     It  appears,  however, 
that  they  have  never  filed  their  final  account,  and  they  do  not 
appear  to  have  settled  the  estate.     Obviously,  Mrs.  Beideman 
has  a  right  to  have  it  ascertained  what  amount  of  the  personal 
estate  is  applicable  to  the  legacies  before  a  sale  of  the  land,  and 
t»e  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  have  a  sale  of  the  land  in  par- 
tition until   the  amount  of  the  lien  shall  have  been  definitely 
nxed.    The  decree  for  sale  will  be  withheld  until  the  executors 
shall  have  settled  their  account  of  the  estate  in  the  orphans 
<»urt  of  Camden  county. 
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Julia  Courter 

17. 

Francis  K.  Howell  et  al.,  executors. 

A  parent  gave  testamentary  power  to  her  executors  to  sell  a  certain  house 
and  lot,  and  to  set  apart  $3,000  of  the  amount  deriyed  therefrom  for  the  sole  and 
separate  use  of  her  daughter  Julia  [the  wife  of  C],  who  was  to  receiye  the  in- 
terest and  income  thereof  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  her  death  it  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  persons  who  at  that  time  might  be  her  heirs  at  law ;  and  further 
provided  that,  if  Julia  should  so  elect,  the  fund  might  be  invested  in  a  house 
and  lot,  which  she  might  select,  and  which  should  be  conveyed  to  her;  with  a 
further  declaration  that  Julia  should  enjoy  the  same  free  from  the  control  of 
her  husband. 

Testatrix's  house  and  lot  have  been  sold.  Julia's  husband  is  dead,  and  on 
bill  to  compel  the  executors  to  pay  over  to  her  absolutely  the  $3,000 — Hddy. 
that  since  Julia  could  require  the  executors  to  purchase  a  house  and  convey 
it  to  her,  for  her  sole  and  absolute  use  and  disposition,  she  is  entitled  to  have 
the  $3,000  paid  to  her  directly  and  absolutely. 


Bill  for  relief.     On  bill  and  answer. 
Messrs.  OuUd  &  Lum,  for  complainant. 

Mr.  F.  K.  HoweUy  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

Julia  Ann  Sommer,  deceased^  late  of  Newark,  by  her  will^ 
dated  April  6th,  1872,  gave  power  to  her  executors  to  sell  her 
house  and  lot  in  Mulberry  street,  in  that  city,  and  provided  that 
when  it  should  have  been  sold,  $3,000  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
should  be  set  apart  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  her  daughter 
Julia  (then  the  wife  of  George  W.  Courter,  now  deceased),  who  was 
to  receive  the  interest  and  income  thereof  during  her  natunil  life, 
and  at  her  death  it  was  to  be  paid  to  the  persons  who  at  that  time 
might  be  Julia's  heirs  at  law.  And  she  further  provided  that  if 
Julia  should  so  elect,  the  fund  might  be  invested  in  a  house  and 
lot,  which  she  might  seWf,  in  which  case  the  conveyance  of  the 
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hiHM^aie  and  lot  slioald  be  made  to  her.     And  the  testatrix  declared 
thafc     it  was  her  inteotioQ  that  Julia  should  enjoy  the  same  free 
frorx^  the  control  of  her  husband.     The  testatrix's  house  and  lot  in 
M11.X  I)err7  street  have  been  sold,  and  the  $3,000  given  to  Julia 
are    mrmow  in  the  hands  of  the  executors.     By  her  bill  in  this  suit 
she    ;f3rays  that  the  fund  may  be  paid  over  to  her.     As  al)ove  in- 
dictt.  ^^,  she  is  now  a  widow.     It  is  obvious  that  she  has  the  right 
to  ET  >^^uire  that  the  money  shall  be  invested  in  a  house  and  lot, 
and        that  the  conveyance  be  made  to  her  to  her  own  use.     It  is 
equoBft^Hy  obvious  that  in  such  ease  she  could  forthwith  sell  and 
con'^r^y  the  property,  and  take  to  her  own  use,  absolutely,  the  pro- 
ceed.^ of  the  sale.     When  the  interest  or  income  of  a  fund  is  given 
to  OK^e  for  life  with  a  limitation  over,  and  the  gift  is  accompanied 
witl:^    a  powar  to  the  donee  of  absolute  disposition  of  the  fund 
doriisg  life^  the  donee  will  be  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  fund  ab- 
dolia^^ly^  for  he  is  the  equitable  owner  of  it  alisolutely.     In  Bar- 
/orci  V.  Street^  16  Ves.  136,  where  there  was  a  devise  of  real  and 
P^i^^onal  estate,  in  trust,  to  pay  the  rents,  dividends  &c,,  to  the 
sep^ii-ate  use  of  a  married  woman  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  c>OBvey  as  she  should,  by  deed  or  will,  limit  or  ap|)oint,  with  a 
liniitatioii  over  in  case  of  her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testa- 
tnx,  or  in  default  of  such  direction,  limitation  or  ap|)ointmenty 
it  Was  held,  notwithstanding  the  codicil  to  the  will  indicated  an 
intention  that  the  estate  should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  trus- 
tee for  the  devisee's  life,  with  powers  inconsistent  to  a  great 
degree  with  the  supposition  of  her  having  or  being  able  to  ac- 
quite  the  absolute  interest,  that  the  gift  was  absolute,  on  the 
pf^^nd  that  the  devisee  had,  by  the  will,  full  and  unlimited  power 
to  dispose  of  the  estate  in  her  lifetime,  by  deed  or  will,  and  that 
^J^erefore  the  whole  equitable  fee  was  subject  to  her  disposition. 
In  Inoin  v.  Farrery  19  Ves.  86^  a  legacy  was  given  to  a  trustee 
w»  special  trust  to  invest  it  in  government  securities,  and  pay  the 
dividends  from  time  to  time  to  the  testatrix's  niece,  and  after  her 
«eath  to  pay  the  principal  to  such  person  as  she  should,  by  will 
or  otherwise,  appoint;  but  if  she  should  be  desirous  at  any  time 
to  purchase  an  annuity  for  her  life  with  the  legacy,  she  shouhl 
*  at  liberty  to  do  so,  provided  the  annuity  should  be  purchased 
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with  the  approbation  of  the  trustees ;  and  it  was  also  provided 
that  she  should  not  have  jwwer  to  sell  the  annuity.  It  was  held 
that  she  had  absolute  i>ower  of  disposition  over  the  whole  fund, 
and  that  the  demand  bv  bill  was  a  sufficient  indication  of  her  in- 
tention  to  take  the  whole  for  her  own  benefit,  and  the  execution 
of  a  formal  appointment  was  unnecessary. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  testatrix  undoubtedly  in- 
tended to  secure  to  the  legatee  the  use  of  the  fund  as  against  her 
husband  so  long  as  it  remained  uninvested  in  real  estate,  but 
meant  to  give  her  the  absolute  control  of  it  to  invest  it  at  her 
pleasure  in  real  estate,  to  her  own  use  absolutely.  This  is  mani- 
festly equivalent  to  a  provision  that  she  may  at  will  take  the 
fund  into  her  own  hands  for  her  own  use  absolutely.  She  will 
not  be  compelled,  in  order  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  provision, 
to  convert  the  fund  into  real  estate,  and  then  to  sell  that  (perhaps 
jit  a  sacrifice),  but  the  fund  will  be  given  to  her  directly.  There 
will  therefore  be  a  decree  that,  after  deducting  the  costs  of  this 
suit,  which  are  to  be  paid  thereout,  it  be  paid  over  to  her. 


James  D.  Cubberly  et  al. 

V. 

Samuel  D.  Cubberly. 

A  testatrix,  after  giving  several  legacies,  gave  the  residue  of  her  estate  to 
her  executor,  to  be  by  him  distributed  to  such  charitable  or  religious  societies 
or  associations  or  corporations,  or  for  such  other  benevolent  puqxMes,  as  he 
might  see  fit.  Ilcr  next  of  kin  were  an  uncle  D.  and  two  aunts,  Mrs.  G.  and 
Mrs.  R.  Another  annt  was  dead,  leaving  children— Samuel,  Alexander  and 
the  complainants— surviving.  The  probate  of  the  will  in  New  York,  where 
testatrix  lived,  was  opposed  by  D.  and  others.  Pending  the  contest.  Samuel 
falsely  represented  to  Mrs.  G.  and  Mrs.  R.  that  D.  had  abandoned  his  opposi* 
tion  to  the  will,  and  promised  that  if  they  would  make  him  their  attorney  to 
recover  their  interests  in  the  estate,  and  would  divide  equally  with  him  what- 
ever lie  should  recover  fur  them  as  next  of  kin,  he  would  attend  to  the  litiga- 
tion, pay  all  the  costs  and  expenses  himself,  and  divide  the  sum  hereceiyed  from 
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them  equally  with  his  brothers  and  sister,  the  complainants,  who,  he  stated, 
-were  po6r  and  needy.  Thereupon  Mrs.  G.  and  Mrs.  B.  gave  him  a  power  of 
a'tomey  to  act  for  them  in  the  premises.  D.  continued  his  opposition  to  the 
irill,  and  the  contest  was  eventually  compromised  by  admitting  the  will  to 
probate,  but  declaring  the  residuary  clause  void.  Mrs.  R.  and  Mrs.  G.  gave 
one-half  of  what  they  received,  as  next  of  kin,  to  Samuel,  who  refused  to  di- 
vide it  equally  with  complainants. — Heldy 

{!)  That  Samuel's  promise  to  Mrs.  K.  and  Mrs.  G.  to  so  divide  with  com- 
plainants was  enforceable  in  equity,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  an  accoont 
of  his  expenses  about  the  litigation  and  to  their  several  shares  of  the  amount 
received  by  him  under  the  agreement. 

(2)  That  neither  Mrs.  B.  nor  Mrs.  G.  were  necessary  defendants  or  com- 
plainants, although  they  might  have  been  proper  complainants. 


Bill  for  relief.  On  demurrer  to  bill. 
Mr.  A.  WalHugJun.,  for  demurrant. 
Ifr.  E,  L.  Oampbdl,  for  complainant. 

The  Chancellor. 

Aoo»ixIing  to  the  bill,  Mary  B.  Danser,  ox  New  York,  made 
W  will  in  December,  1876,  whereby,  after  several  devises  and 
bequests,  among  which  were  legacies  to  a  large  number  of  her 
^latives,  including  Mrs.  Mary  Ann  Golder  and  Mrs.  Susan  S. 
Robinson,  she  gave  the  residue  of  her  estate  to  her  executor,  to 
^  by  him  distributed  to  such  charitable  or  I'eligious  societies  or 
^^^iations  or  corporations,  or  for  such  other  benevolent  pur- 
l^oses,  as  he  might  see  fit.  She  died  in  February,  1877,  leaving 
^"^  will  unrevoked,  and  leaving  a  large  estate.  She  had  no 
"neal  descendants,  and  her  next  of  kin  were  an  uncle.  Smith  J. 
^D8er,  of  Ohio,  and  two  aunts,  the  above-mentioned  Mrs. 
^Mer,  of  New  York  city,  and  Mrs.  Robinson,  who  was  of 
^^w  Bedford,  Massachusetts.  The  next  of  kin  were,  at  the 
^>n^e  of  her  death,  entitled  to  all  that  part  of  her  personal  estate 
^hich  was  not  disposed  of  by  the  will.  Samuel  D.  Cubberly, 
Alexander  H.  Cubberly  and  the  complainants  were  the  children 
of  the  testatrix's 'deceased  aunt,  Mrs.  Lucy  Cubberly,  and  there- 
fore first  cousins  of  the  testatrix.     They  were  the  only  children 
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of  Mrs,  Cubberly  who  were  living.  The  will  was  offered  for 
probate^  in  'New  York,  in  February,  1877,  and  Danger  and 
others  opposed  its  admission  to  probate.  While  the  proceedings 
were  still  pending,  and  in  March  of  that  year,  the  defendant 
falsely  represented  to  Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Avery  (Mrs.  Rob- 
inson's daughter,  and  attorney  as  to  all  her  interest  in  the  estate), 
that  Danser  had  given  up  all  hopes  of  success  in  the  contest,  and 
had  abandoned  it  and  returned  home  to  Ohio ;  and  he  propose<I 
that  they  should  give  him  a  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  liim 
to  take  such  steps  as  he  might  see  fit,  to  recover  any  interest  of 
theirs  in  the  estate  besides  what  are  called  in  the  bill  specific 
l^acies,  and  to  do  everything  necessary  and  proj)er  to  that  end, 
and  that  they  should  give  him  one-half  of  the  interest  that  might 
be  recovered  for  them,  he  to  pay  all  fees,  costs  and  expenses  of 
the  measures  which  he  might  employ.  They  refused  to  accept 
the  pro{>osition  at  that  time,  and  it  was  subsequently  (in  April 
following)  renewed  by  him  to  them,  on  the  like  representation  as 
to  the  design  and  conduct  of  Danser.  He,  on  the  latter  occa- 
sion, represented  to  Mrs.  Golder  that  his  reason  for  demanding 
so  large  a  share  as  one-half  for  his  services  was  that  his  brothers 
(except  Alexander  H.  Cubberly,  to  whom  $10,000  were  given  by 
the  will)  and  sister  were  poor  and  needy,  and  his  sister  had  suf- 
fered afflictions ;  that  he  did  not  want  the  money  himself,  since 
he  had  $16,000  already,  which  was  for  him  a  competence;  that 
he  was  acting  in  the  interest  of  his  poor  brothers  and  sister,  and 
that  all  that  remained  of  any  share  that  might  come  to  him 
afler  })ayment  of  fees,  costs  and  expenses,  he  would  divide 
equally  with  them.  That  proposition,  with  those  representations 
and  the  accompanying  promise,  were  frequently  repeated  by  him 
to  Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Robinson  (in  person)  and  Mrs.  Avery, 
up  to  the  25th  of  May  following ;  and  on  that  day  he  again  had 
an  interview  with  Mrs  Golder  and  Mrs.  Avery,  and  again  re- 
peated the  misrepresentation  before  mentioned,  that  Danser  had 
abandoned  the  contest  and  gone  back  to  Ohio.  They  objected  to 
giving  him  so  much  as  one-half,  and  Mrs.  Golder  suggested 
twenty-five  per  cent,  and  Mrs.  Avery  twenty:  The  defendant 
thereupon  spoke  of  his  poor  brothers  and  sister,  and  his  stipula- 
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tioa  to  divide  equally  with  them  any  balance  of  any  share  which 
^iiold  be  coming  to  him  after  the  payment  of  fees,  costs  and  ex- 
I>enses;   and  in  consideration  of  that  stipulation,  and  all  the 
premises,  they  then  acceded   to  Ws  proposition.     Mrs.  Avery 
only  agreed  to  the  giving  of  so  large  a  share  as  one-half  to  the 
defendant,  after  being  specifically  urged  and  requested  by  Mrs. 
Golder  to  do  so,  in   order  that  the  defendant's  poor  brothers 
and  sister  (who  were  not  named  in  the  will)  might  be  benefited 
thereby.     Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Robinson  soon  afterwards  each 
gave   him   a   letter  of  attorney,  giving   him   full   power,  and 
authorizing  him  to  act  for  them  in  recovering  their  interests 
other  than  what  are  called  in  the  bill  "  specific  legacies ; "  he 
to  have  one- half  of  what  should  be  recovered,  and  they  to  be 
at  no  expense.   In  September,  1877,  in  pursuance  of  a  com- 
promise of  the  litigation  over  the  will,  a  decree  was  made  ad- 
mitting it  to  probate,  but  declaring  the  residuary  clause  void. 
Of  the  residuum  of  tlie  estate,  Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Robin- 
^n  recovered   each   about   $76,000,  and  each  thereupon   paid 
4>ver  one-half  thereof  to  the  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement,  so  that  he  received  the  amount  of  about  $76,000. 

This  suit  is  brought  by  the  persons  before  referred  to  as  the 

poor  brothers  and  sister  of  the  defendant,  for  an  account  of  the 

^hare  received  by  the  defendant  and  the  amount  paid  out  by 

^'ini,  and  of  the  balance  thereof,  which,  as  they  insist,  is  divisible 

^'nder  the  stipulation,  and   for  the  payment  of  their  portions 

^'iereof  lo  them.     The  defendant  insists  that  the  suit  cannot  be 

maintained,  for  want  of  equity;    and  that  if  it  can  be,  Mrs. 

^Ider  and  Mrs.  Robinson  are  necessary  parties  to  it.    He  urges 

^l^at  the  complainants  are  seeking  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  what 

^^ey  insist  was  a  fraud  perpetrated  by  him  on  Mrs.  Golder  and 

^^^  Robinson.    But  this  objection  is  not  valid.    The  bill  is  not 

fiW  to  set  aside  the  agreement.     None  of  the  parties  to  the 

agreement  complain  of  it.     The  fraud   alleged  to  have  been 

pi^iced  in  obtaining  the  agreement  is  manifestly  stated  merely 

to  show  that  the  defendant's  conduct  in  the  whole  matter — in 

^inmg  the   agreement   as  well   as   in    refusing  to   pay  the 

<»niplainant8 — was  insincere  and  fraudulent.    The  agreement,  in 
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itaelf,  was  a  lawful  one — one  which  ooald  have  been  enforceil  :it 
law  as  well  as  in  equity.  Sehomp  v.  Schenct,  11  Vr,  19-j  ; 
Didsejfn  Appeal^  73  Pa.  St.  218.  The  claim  to  relief  depentl< 
on  the  simple  question  whether  the  stipulation  that  the  defenil* 
ant  would  divide  equally  with  the  complainants  constituted  pirt 
of  the  consideration  of  the  agreement.  If  it  did^  then  this  suit 
can  be  maintained  upon  the  stipulation.  Besides,  it  is  a  fraud 
on  his  part,  in  such  case,  to  refuse  to  pay  the  complainants. 
According  to  the  bill,  the  agreement  to  give  him  so  large  a  sum 
would  not  have  been  made  but  for  the  stipulation.  Therefore^ 
as  to  so  much  of  the  money  as  is  the  equal  share  of  the  com- 
plainants, he  received  it  iu  consideration  of  the  stipulation,  and 
he  is  trustee  thereof  for  them. 

Xor  are  Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Robinson  necessary  parties  to 
this  suit.  They  have  no  interest  in  it  adverse  to  the  com- 
plainants. There  could  be  no  decree  against  them.  They  might 
have  joined  the  complainants  in  tlie  effort  to  enforce  the  trust 
they  had  created,  but  there  was  no  necessity  for  their  doing  so. 
If  one  person  make  a  promise  to  another,  on  lawful  considera- 
tion, for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person,  such  third  person  may 
maintain  an  action,  even  at  law,  upon  it.  Jodin  v.  Car  Co.^  7 
Vr.  141.  And  if  suit  is  brought  in  equity,  the  promisee  is  not 
a  necessary  party  to  it.  Pruden  v.  WilliamSf  11  C.  E.  Gr.  :210. 
The  demurrer  will  be  overruled,  with  costs. 


Anna  L.  HrrcHOOCK 

V. 

The  Midland  Railroad  Company  op  New  Jersey  eTal. 

By  the  direction  of  a  committee  selected  to  represent  and  protect  the  bcmd- 
holders  of  a  railroad  corporation,  in  the  sale  of  the  property  and  reorganization 
of  the  company,  a  circular  was  issued  requesting  each  bondholder  willing  to 
come  in,  to  deposit  his  bond  with  a  designated  trust  institution  in  New  York^ 
together  with  the  amount  of  a  specified  assessment  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
the  proceedings,  and  to  obtain  therefor  the  receipt  of  such  trust  institution,, 
countersigned  by  the  representative  of  the  committee  to  be  thereafter  desig* 
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The  circiilar  further  stated  where  the  office  of  the  committee  wiis  in 
Nc^wr    'York,  and  wa«  signed  by  the  members  of  the  committee,  inchiding  How- 
ard.  I*.  Dechert,  "  secretary/ '  and  required  such  deposit  to  be  made  on  or  before 
I>e<<?^axiber  Slst,  1879.    The  complainant  was  the  holder  of  a  bond  for  $1,000, 
whAdi  she  took  to  the  trust  company  for  deposit,  together  with  the  amount  of 
her  aassesement,  on  January  13th,  1879.    The  triLst  company  refused  to  receive 
it,  SLsacI   referred  her  to  the  committee,  whereupon  she  took  it  to  the  designateil 
offic^e    of  the  committee,  where  Mr.  Dechert  received  it  and  her  assessment, 
giv'in^    her  a  receipt  of  the  committee  therefor.    Three  days  afterwards,  Mi. 
as  secretary,  deposited  with  the  trust  company  this  bond  and  four 
taking  therefor  a  certificate  in  his  individual  name.    The  sale  was  am- 
8un^¥¥iated,  the  company  re-organized,  and  are  about  to  issue  new  bonds  in  lieu 
of  trlie  old  ones,  but  refuse  to  acknowledge  the  validity  of  complainant's  receipt 
or  Ixer  claim  to  either  her  old  bond  or  a  new  one,  on  the  ground  that  she  did 
not  deposit  the  bond  with  the  trust  company. — i/e/</,  that  she  is  entitled  to 
r^^^^t^  and  it  is  no  objection  that  the  present  holder  of  complainant's  bond 
i*  x^ot  made  a  party,  because,  for  aught  that  appears,  either  the  committee  or 
its   n^ent,  the  trost  company,  holds  it ;  or  if  the  secretary  of  the  committee 
b**  ■uisappropriated  it,  such  act  does  not  prejudice  complainant;  nor  does  it 
appear  that  any  one  having  an  interest  has  been  omitted,  nor  that  complain- 
ant failed  in  a  strict  compliance  with  the  instruclions  of  the  committee's  cir- 
^^^9  as  to  deposit  with  the  trust  company,  because  the  committee  waived 
Aicli  reqairements  by  accepting  the  bond  and  assessment. 


Bill  for  relief.     On  general  demurrer. 

-Mi\  /.  W.  Taylor,  for  demurrants. 

Jtfr.  0.  R.  Brown  and  Mr.  C.  J.  G.  Hall  (of  New  York),  for 
coniplainant 

The  Chancellor. 

A^ccording  to  the  bill,  the  property  of  the  New  Jersey  Midland 
»*ilway  Company  was  under  foreclosure.  Previous  to  or  pend- 
^  the  proceedings,  a  plan  of  re- organization  of  the  company,  by 
w>Q  the  interest  of  such  of  the  bcmdholders  as  should  agree  to 
it  and  contribute  to  the  expense  of  carrying  it  out,  was  adopted, 
^1  hy  circular,  bondholders  were  invited  to  come  in  and  par- 
ticipate in  the  benefits  of  the  arrangement.  A  committee,  called 
the  "re-organization  committee,"  was  appointed.  Among  those 
who  coustituteil  it  was  Howard  P.  Dechert,  and  he  was  its  sec- 


88  CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  [33  Eq. 

Hitchcock  V,  Midland  R.  R.  Co. 

retary.  By  the  circular  before  mentioned  (a  copy  of  which  was 
received  by  the  complainant),  those  who  were  interestetl  in  the 
matter  were  informed  that  all  first  mortgage  bondholders,  de- 
sirous of  participating  in  the  purchase  of  the  road  at  the  foreclos- 
ure sale,  were  to  deposit  tlieir  bonds  with  the  Central  Trust 
Company,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  on  or  before  the  31st  of 
December  then  next,  together  with  one-quarter  of  one  per  cent, 
on  the  amount  of  sucli  bonds,  in  cash,  for  defraying  the  costs  of 
foreclosure  and  expenses  incident  thereto,  taking  the  receipt  of 
that  company  therefor,  counteraigned  by  the  representative  of  the 
permanent  committee,  to  be  thereafter  appointe<l  to  perfect  the 
organization  in  such  form  as  they  should  determine;  and  that 
the  holders  of  the  second  mortgage  bonds,  who  should  desire  to 
avail  themselves  of  the  provisions  of  the  plan,  were  to  deposit 
their  bonds  and  pay  a  like  percentage  thereon,  on  or  before  the 
same  date,  taking  a  like  receipt  therefor  from  the  trust  company, 
countersigned  as  before  mentioned;  and  that  any  balance  over 
such  costs  and  expenses  of  foreclosure  would  be  applied  in  set- 
tling with  those  first  mortgage  bondholders  who  should  not  join 
in  the  purchase  of  the  road,  and  the  remainder,  if  any,  was  to  be 
paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  new  company.  The  circular  was 
accompanied  by  a  notice,  which  formed  part  of  it,  that  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plan,  a  committee  of  trustees,  the  names  of  the 
meml)ers  of  which  were  given,  had  been  constituted,  and  that  the 
oflScc  of  the  committee  was  at  a  designated  place  in  the  city  of 
New  York.  Among  the  names  was  that  of  Mr.  Dechert,  to 
whose  name  the  addition  of  "  secretary  "  was  made. 

The  complainant,  on  the  13th  of  January,  1879,  was  the  owner 
of  one  of  the  first  mortgage  bonds,  and  on  that  day  she  offered 
it  to  the  Central  Trust  Company,  for  the  purpose  of  depositing  it 
with  that  company,  un<ler  and  in  pursuance  of  the  before-men- 
tioned plan  of  re-organization,  but  the  trust  company  refused  to 
receive  it,  and  referred  her  to  the  re-organization  committee.  On 
that  day  she  offered  the  bond  to  the  committee,  and  it  was  received 
by  them  through  Mr.  Dechert,  their  secretary,  pursuant  to  the 
plan  of  re-organization,  and  to  enable  her  to  participate  therein. 
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At   tlie  same  timei  she  paid  to  the  seeretaty  her  assessment,  and 
took   the  receipt  of  the  committee.     The  receipt  was  as  follows  : 


He-organization  Committee  of  the  New  Jersey  Midland  Railway  Co. 
X>epoBit  of  First  Mortgage  Bonds.    Name,  Mrs.  J.  G.  Hitchcock. 
^ddresRy  Looj^meadow,  Mass. 
"*  One  bond  of  $1,000  each,  Nos.  235.    Coupons  commencing  Feb'y  1,  1874. 

"Amount  of  bonds. $1,000  00 

"AflseBsment 2  50 

*'  i:>ate  of  depoBit,  Jan.  13,  79. 

"  Rec'd  the  above, 

"  H.  P.  Dechebt, 

"  Se^yr 

Three  days  afterwards,  Mr.  Dechert,  as  secretary  of  the  com- 
niittee,  deposited  the  bond  with  the  trust  com|>any,  together  with 
other  bonds  amounting  to  $4,000,  and  took  from  the  trust  com- 
pany a  certificate  for  the  five  bonds   in  his  own  name,  indi- 
vidually. 

The  property  of  the  railroad  company  was  sold  under  the  fore- 
<'o$ure,and  was  bought  in  by  or  in  behalf  of  the  re-organization 
^"*  naittee,  in  pursuance  of  the  before-mentioned  plan,  and  a  new 
<^ni|>any  was  formed  according  to  the  statute.     The  committee 
^PP*x>ved  a  plan  for  the  settlement  or  compromise  of  the  debts, 
claitxis  or  liabilities  of  the  old  company,  but  on  what  terms  they 
refij^^  to  tell  the  complainant.     They  have  now  ceased  to  act. 
The   new  company  is  about  to  issue  its  bonds  in  place  of  those  of 
the  original  company,  which  were  dejKwited  with  the  committee 
under  the  plan,  and  as  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  the  act 
" '^Bpecting  railroads  sold  under  mortgage"  (Rev.  p.  ^^), and  to 
deliver  them  to  the  persons  holding  and  presenting  the  certifi- 
*"»t^s  of  deposit  of  the  trust  company,  under  the  plan,  and  it  re- 
iusess  to  recognize  the  receipt  given  to  the  complainant,  or  to 
deWver  her  any  bond  therefor,  unless  it  is  accompanied  by  the 
certificate  of  the  trust  company.     Neither  Dechert  nor  the  com- 
nultee  has  ever  returned  her  bond  to  her  or  given  her  any  cer- 
tificate of  deposit  of  the  trust  company  therefor  or  anything  repre- 
fientiog  it,  nor  have  they  or  any  of  them  given  to  her  any  other 
bond,  certificate  or  receipt  whatever.     She  is  still  the  owner  of 
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the  bond.  She  has  in  vain  demanded  of  the  cominittee  the  return 
of  her  bond  or  the  delivery  to  her  of  the  certificate  of  the  trust 
company  acknowledging  the  deposit  of  it,  and  she  has,  but  iu 
vain,  demanded  from  the  new  company  a  bond  of  $1,000  iti 
place  of  her  bond,  according  to  the  plan  of  re-organization.  The 
bill  is  filed  against  the  new  company  and  the  members  of  the 
committee,  and  it  prays  that  the  complainant  may  be  decreed  to 
be  the  owner  of  the  bond,  and  to  be  the  |)erson  to  whom  any  bond 
under  the  plan  of  re-organization  is  to  be  given  instead  thereof; 
and  that  the  new  company  may  be  decreed  to  issue  a  bond  to  her 
instead  of  the  bond  delivered  to  the  committee,  or  that  the  de- 
fendants may  be  decree<l  to  account  to  her  for  the  proceeds  or 
fair  value  of  her  bond,  and  to  |)ay  it  or  them  to  her  accordingly, 
out  of  the  funds  in  their  hands  arising  from  assessments  on  the 
bonds ;  and  that  the  new  company  may  be  enjoined  from  issuing 
any  bond  to  any  one  but  the  complainant,  instead  of  her  bond ; 
and  it  prays  for  relief  generally. 

The  defendants  demur.  For  causes,  they  assign  want  of  equity, 
want  of  a  necessary  party  (the  present  holder  of  the  complain- 
ant's bond),  and  that  the  complainant  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  They  insist  that  the  complainant  does  not  show  herself  en- 
titled to  the  relief  she  seeks  because  she  does  not  show  that  she 
complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  plan  of  re-oi^nization.  It 
is  necessary,  they  insist,  that  she  should  show  that  she  deposited 
her  bond  with  and  paid  her  assessment  to  the  trust  company. 
For  some  reason  which  does  not  ap|)ear,  the  trust  comfiany,  as 
before  mentioned,  declined  to  receive  them,  and  referred  her  to 
the  committee,  its  principal  (for  the  trust  company  was  merely 
the  agent  or  depositary  of  the  committee),  and  she  went  to  the 
committee  and  delivered  the  bond,  with  her  assessment  thereon, 
to  them.  This  was  a  compliance  with  the  direction  of  the  plan  ; 
and  in  receiving  the  bond  and  assessment  themselves,  the  com- 
mittee waived  the  provision  for  deposit  with  the  trust  company. 
Nay,  after  they  received  the  bond  and  assessment  they  depositeci 
the  former  with  the  trust  company  themselves,  and  if  their  officer 
(and  he  was  not  only  their  officer,  but  one  of  their  number), 
fraudulently  took  a  certificate  from  the  trust  company  in  his  own 


6  Stew.]  OCTOBER  TERM,  1880.  91 

Hitchcock  t.  Midland  R.  B.  Co. 

favor,  when  he  ought  to  have  taken  it  in  favor  of  the  complain- 
ant, that  fact  cannot  prejudice  her.     For  aught  that  appears,  tlie 
oommittee  still  hold  her  bond.     The  act  of  Dechert,  their  secre- 
tary, in  recseiving  the  bond  and  assessment,  and  depositing  the 
former,  was  the  act  of  the  committee.     As  before  stated,  the  trust 
company  was  the  mere  depositary  of  the  committee.    According  to 
the  circular,  its  receipt  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  bondholder 
to  participate  in  the  benefits  of  the  re-organization  unless  it  was 
countersigned  by  the  representative  of  the  committee.     The  pro- 
vision for  depositing  the  bonds  and  assessments  with  the  trust 
c5onipany  manifestly  was  for  convenience  and  security  merely. 
The  object  in  requiring  the  counter-signature  was  that  the  com- 
mittee might  know  and  keep  an  account  of  the  deposits.     The 
<5oininittee  themselves  had  the  power  to  receive  bonds  and  assess- 
Di^ents  if  they  saw  fit  to  do  so.     And  where  the  depositary  de- 
clined, from  some  scruple  or  reason,  to  receive  a  bond,  and  re- 
ferred the  bondholder  to   the  committee,  as  its  principal,  the 
delivery  of  the  bond  to  the  committee  was  clearly  entirely  legiti- 
''^t^.     If  the  bond  had  been  subsequently,  and  before  it  was 
"^posited  with  the  trust  company  by  the  committee,   lost,  no 
q'^estion  would  have  arisen  as  to  the  right  of  the  complainant  to 
"^^  l)enefit  of  her  bond  in  the  re-organization  of  the  railroad  com- 
P**^y.    But  it  is  because  their  secretary  has  been  guilty  of  a 
™^idulent  appropriation  to  his  own  use  of  her  bond  that  the 
^^^^tion  is  raised.     That  fraudulent  conduct  was  in  the  course 
^^    liis  business  as  agent  of  the  committee,  and  the  complainant 
^^^^   no  more  be  prejudiced  by  it  than  one  who  deposits  a  check 
^^  ^  bank  for  collection,  for  his  account,  would  by  the  fraud  of 
"*^    bank  messenger  in  embezzling  the  proceeds  of  the  check 
*^^r  receiving  them  from  the  drawee.     Nor  do  I  perceive  any 
'^^^on  whatever  why  the  complainant,  on  the  statements  of  the 
"^U,  should  not  participate  in  the  benefits  of  the  plan  of  re-or- 
S^oization.     It  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  adverse  claim, 
^t  does  not  appear  that  her  bond  has  been  assigned  by  Dechert, 
^^  that  the  certificate  which  he  received  from  the  trust  company 
^  not  in  the  possession  of  the  committee  or  the  new  company. 
Nor  is  the  bill  demurrable  for  want  of  parties ;  for,  as  has  just 
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I)een  remarked,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  other  party  than  those 
who  are  now  defendants  has  any  interest  in  the  oontroversy. 
Obviously,  the  complainant  has  not  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
The  demurrer  will  be  overruled. 


John  Hexdee 

r. 

Carrie  R.  Howe  et  al. 

A  jadgment  creditor  of  a  mortgagor,  who  had  been  made  a  partjr  defendant 
to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  ia  prior  lien  on  the  premises),  before  answer^ 
ing,  and  with  intent  to  redeem  the  mortgage,  tendered  the  complainant  the 
amount  due  thereon,  together  with  the  accrued  interest  and  taxed  oosts,  which 
he,  without  objecting  to  the  amount  of  costs,  refused  to  accept. — HeiH  that  his 
conduct  was  obstructiFC  and  vexatious,  and  that  he  must  par  the  costs  of  a 
cross-suit  to  redeem,  although  it  appeared  that  the  costs  of  notice  to  an  absent 
defendant  in  the  foreclosure  suit  were  unknown  to  the  clerk,  and  had  not  been 
taxed  or  tendered.  The  judgment  creditor,  however,  was  decreed  to  pay  those 
costs. 


Bill  to  foreclose  first  mortgage.  Cross-bill  of  judgment  cred- 
itor of  mortgagor  to  redeem.  On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and 
proofs. 

Mr.  L.  Newcombj  for  complainant  in  original  suit. 

Mr,  S,  M.  DicldnBon,  for  complainant  in  cross-suit. 

The  Chancelix)r. 

The  original  suit  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  land 
in  Cumberland  county,  given  by  William  H.  Swift  to  John 
Hendee,  the  complainant  in  that  suit,  dated  June  13th,  1877, 
and  made  to  secure  the  jwiyment  of  $800  in  one  year,  with  inter- 
est {)ayable  semi- annually.  The  cross-bill  was  filed  by  Carrie 
B.    Howe   to   redeem    the    mortgage.      She    is    a   judgment 
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cre^ditor    of   the    mortgagor.      Her   judgment  was   recovered 

in       "the  Camberland  circuit  court  in  October,  1877,  for  $1,654, 

<Iel::>t  and    ooets.      The  bill    in    the    original    suit   was    iilal 

I^^i^i^ember  19th,  1879.     The  judgment  creditor  answered  Jan- 

«ajc-3r  20th,  1880.     On  the  16th  of  that  month  she,  with  a  view 

^redeeming  the  mortgage,  tendered  to  Mr.  Hendee  the  full 

out  of  principal  of  the  mortgage,  and  the  interest  thereon, 

the  costs  of  the  suit  as  taxed.     The  tender  was  refused^ 

dee  says  it  was  accompanied  with  the  condition  that  he  should 

^x^s^iute  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  Miss  Howe,  but  I  am 

^ti^fied,  from  the  proof,  that  what  was  demanded  was  merely 

^  i^^^^ceipt  or  acknowledgment  of  the  payment  and  the  delivery 

^f    t;J)e  bond  and  mortgage.     Hendee  alleges  that  he  was  not  told 

^"^t;  the  tender  was  in  behalf  of  Miss  Howe,  but  the  weight  of 

^vi<].^oe  is  to  the  contrary,  and  it  is  clear  that  he  and  his  soli- 

oitoir  knew  that  it  was  made  for  her.     There  is  no  proof  that 

there  was  anything  more  due  for  costs  than  was  tendered.  When 

the   tender  was  made  there  was  no  objection  to  the  amount  of 

ooftta.    It  was  not  alleged  that  costs  had  been  incurred  which 

wer«  not  known  in  the  clerk's  office — cost  of  notice  to  an  absent 

der<eudant — and  that  therefore  the  costs  taxed  by  the  clerk  were  not 

the  fall  amount  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  that  time.     The 

cfoee-bill  states  that  the  full  amount  of  principal,  interest  and 

coBtB  as  taxed  was  tendered.     The  answer  to  that  bill  merely  de- 

ni^  this,  and  alleges  that  there  was  more  money  due  at  the 

time  for  principal,  interest  and  costs  than  was  tendered.     No 

objection  whatever  was  made,  at  the  time  of  the  tender,  to  the 

amount  tendered.     The  answer  is  silent  as  to  the  refusal  to  accept 

the  tender.     It  is  apparent  that  the  conduct  of  Hendee  was 

obstructive  and  vexations.     Miss  Howe  had  a  right  to  redeem. 

Her  judgment  is  admitted  by  the  answer  to  the  cross-bill.    Hen- 

^^  by  his  refusal  to  permit  her  to  redeem,  has  unnecessarily 

and  vexatiously  put  her  to  the  expense  of  the  cross-suit,  and  he 

should  pay  the  costs  of  it.     On  the  filing  of  the  cross-bill  the 

wnount  tendered  was   paid   into  court.     Miss  Howe  will    be 

pffmitted   to  redeem,  on    paying  such   taxable  costs   incurred 

uk  the  original   suit  as   were   not    included    in    the    bill   of 
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costs  as  taxed.     Hendee  is  of  course  entitled  to  the  money  paid 
into  court. 


Oliver  S.  Belden 

V. 

Annie  W.  Belden. 

A  wife,  with  her  child,  left  her  husband,  in  1873,  owing  to  his  utter  inabil- 
ity to  maintain  them,  and  after  he  had  pledged  a  mortgage  belonging  to  her, 
and  constituting  nearly  uU  of  her  separate  property,  to  secure  his  oym  debt, 
and  pawned  her  jewelry  and  nilver  plate.  Soon  after  she  left,  she,  by  the  ad- 
vice of  her  relations,  declined  to  return  to  him  until  she  could  be  satisfied  of 
his  ability  to  support  her.  He  apparently  aa^uiesced  in  her  living  separate 
from  him  till  1878.  In  1879  she  absolutely  refused  to  return  to  him. — Hdd* 
that  her  conduct,  prior  to  1879,  if  desertion  at  all,  was  not  obstinate,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute. 

Petition  for  divorce.  On  final  bearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 
Mr.  John  T.  WoodhuU  and  Mr,  F.  C.  Lowthorp,  for  petitioner. 
Mr.  P.  L.  VoorheeSy  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  suit  is  brought  for  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  marriage, 
on  the  ground  of  desertion.  The  parties,  who  both  then  resided 
here,  were  married  in  Philadelphia,  December  16th,  1868.  They 
immediately  thereafter  went  to  Salem,  in  this  state,  to  reside,  and 
lived  there  together  until  March  25th,  1873,  when  the  defend- 
ant, with  her  infant  child,  left  that  place,  with  her  husband's 
consent,  and  went  to  Kingston,  where  she  has  ever  since  resided. 
The  petitioner.  Dr.  Belden,  alleges  that  his  wife  deserted  him  in 
April,  1873.  The  petition  was  filed  January  6th,  1880.  She, 
in  her  answer,  denies  the  desertion,  and  says  that  she  was  oon- 
strained  to  leave  him,  by  his  cruel  treatment  of  her.     The  facts 


6  Stew.]  OCTOBER  TERM,  1880.  95 

Belden  v,  Belden. 

:ippear  to  be,  that  they  lived  together  in  Salem  until  March, 
18T3,  when,  in  consequence  of  the  petitioner's  j>ecuniary  embar- 
rassments, she  went  to  Kingston,  with  his  consent,  to  stay  for  a 
short  time,  and,  apparently,  until  he  could  make  new  arrange- 
ments for  the  support  of  his  family.     She  expected  to  return  to 
him,  but  he  did  not  provide  the  means  for  her  to  do  so.     Some 
<*orrespondence  passed  between  them  soon  after  she  left.     It  ap- 
pears to  have  ceased  in  May,  1873.     About  the  middle  of  that 
month  she  sent  her  brothers,  Henry  L.  R.  Van  Dyck  and  Dr. 
Van  Dyck,  and  Captain  Garwood,  to  Salem,  for  her  furniture, 
^■^<i  it  was  delivered  up  to  them  by  the  defendant.     He  had  sold 
^^r     carpet,  however,  before  they  came.     Soon  after  this  time 
there  were  one  or  two  interviews  between  tlie  petitioner  and  the 
<tefeiidiint,  in  one  of  which,  at  the  house  of  her  brother.  Dr. 
^  an  Dyck,  in  Philadelphia  (in  the  summer  of  1873),  he  re- 
^I'^iested  her  to  return  to  him,  and  she  replied  that  she  had  decide<l 
«*ot  to  do  so  until  he  knew  how  he  was  going  to  take  care  of  her. 
^  he  next  time  lie  saw  her  was  at  Princeton  Junction,  in  the  suni- 
»ner  of  1874,  and  she  says  he  then  tried,  unsuccessfully,  to  bor- 
r'O'w  $100  of  her ;  but  he  denies  it.     She  swears  that  he  did  not 
^  neo  ask  her  to  return  to  him,  and  he  does  not  say  that  he  did. 
^^  communication  of  any  kind  passed  between  them,  after  that 
^irne,  until  the  summer  of  1878,  when  he  wrote  to  her,  solicitinjr 
*^**   to  return.     He  had  an  interview  with  her  in  the  summer  of 
^79^  and  she  then  virtually  refused  to  return  to  him.     She  gave 
*^^*^  the  impression,  he  says,  that  she  would  return  when  she 
.^tild  see  her  way  clear  to  do  so.     In  that  same  summer,  in  an 
'^t;erview  with  her  brother,  H.  L.  R.  Van  Dyck,  she  declared,  in 
^^tietance,  that  she  could  not  return  to  her  husband.     When  she 
'^ft  the  petitioner,  in  March,  1873,  it  was,  as  before  stated,  be- 
^vise  of  his  financial  troubles.     He  was  then  in  a  great  strait, 
\*^^mniarily,  beyolid  all  question.     He  had  pawned  her  watch 
^^d  chain,  and  the  jewelry  which  he  had  given  her ;  also  her 
^^ding  gifts  of  silver,  and  most  of  her  other  silver  plate.     Slie 
"^,  when  she  was  married,  a  separate  estate,  in  money  or  securities, 
^Q  the  amount  of  above  $6,000.     Of  that  estate  he  had  induced 
her  to  assign  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  $4,300  as  collateral  seen- 
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rity  for  a  debt  of  his^  and  she  had  given  into  his  hands,  at  his 
request,  all  the  rest  of  her  property,  except  that  bond  and 
mortgage,  and  he  had  spent  it  Her  brother,  Dr.  Van 
Dyek,  redeemed  her  watch  and  jewelry,  and  part  of  the  silver, 
for  her,  and  obtained  an  assignment  to  himself  in  her  behalf  of 
the  bond  and  mortgage,  by  paying  the  debt  (it  amounted  to 
about  $800),  as  security  for  which  they  were  assigned.  The  pe- 
titioner refused  to  consent  to  the  assignment  to  Dr.  Van  Dyck^ 
unless  he  was. absolutely  discharged  from  all  liability  to  his 
wife  for  the  debt.  The  defendant  alleges  that  she  suffered  for 
the  want  of  the  necessaries  of  life  towards  the  latter  (lart  of  her 
stay  in  Salem,  and  that  appears  to  be  the  cruelty  charged  in  her 
answer.  If  she  did,  it  was  undoubtedly  due  to  the  petitioner's 
poverty.  That  he  was  poor,  then  and  subsequently,  there  seems 
to  be  no  room  to  doubt.  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  evi- 
dence on  that  subject.  That  it  was  difficult  for  him  to  get  a 
living  for  himself  and  family  seems  to  be  equally  clear.  His 
poverty,  however,  was  not  a  ground  for  the  abandonment  of  hin^ 
by  the  defendant,  and  it  appears  that  she  never  entertained  the 
intention  to  remain  away  from  him  until  her  brother,  Dr.  Van 
Dyck,  moved  by  his  interest  in  her  welfare,  and  in  view  of  the 
petitioner's  embarrassments  and  poverty,  advised  her  not  to  return 
to  him  until  she  had  evidence  that  she  would  be  properly  main- 
tained. Dr.  Van  Dyck  testifies  that  after  she  left  Salem  he 
found  her  looking  very  ill,  and  that  she  appeared  to  be  in  great 
trouble ;  that  he  discovered,  on  a  visit  to  Kingston,  that  the  pe- 
titioner had  been  there,  and  seemed  to  be  in  a  great  deal  of 
trouble  also,  and  had  borrowed  money  of  his  (Dr.  Van  Dyck's) 
brother  ;  that  he  (Dr.  Van  Dyck)  insisted  on  the  defendant's 
giving  him  a  statement  of  her  affairs  and  condition  at  home, 
which  she  did  ;  that  sl\e  told  him  her  property  was  in  pawn,  and 
her  furniture  held  for  debt,  and  that  she  had  no  money  with 
which  to  pay  the  expenses  of  her  return  to  Salem,  and  he  says 
he  then  told  her  she  must  remain  away  from  Salem  until  her 
friends  had  evidence  that  she  would  be  cared  for.  When,  in  the 
summer  of  1873,  the  petitioner  asked  her  to  return  to  him,  and 
she  replied  that  she  had  decided  not  to  do  so,  until  he  knew 
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ho'i^   he  was  going  to  take  care  of  her,  siie  undoubtedly  acted  on 
the    fiidvice  just  mentioned.     From  that  time  the  petitioner  had 
no  c^ommunication  with  her,  except  in  the  interview  at  Princeton 
Jvino'tion,  until  he  wrote  to  her  in  September,  1878.     In  a  letter 
«1ate<3  on  the  second  of  that  month,  after  speaking  on  the  subject 
of    hkh  proposed  removal  of  the  remains  of  their  deceasetl  child 
from  the  Salem  burying-ground  to  the  cemetery  at  Princeton,  he 
say*-;  :  "Another  object  in  writing  to  you  is  to  ascertain  if  you 
would  be  willing  to  accept  or  make  any  reasonable  proposition 
^y  which  the  unnatural  status  of  our  relations  could  in  any  re- 
specjt  be  relieved.     I  deem  it  my  duty,  as  a  professing  Christian, 
to  make  a  special  effort  to  relieve  it,  if  possible."     He  concludes 
^^^    letter  with  a  prayer  that  she  may  be  guided  to  receive  the 
*-onamuuication  in  the  right  spirit.     From  the  summer  of  1873 
to  the  fall  of  1878,  he  does  not  appear  to  have  solicited  her  to 
return  to  him.     Her  furniture  was  under  levy  for  his  debt  in 
187s,  and  at  his  request  she  went  to  Salem  to  release  it,  but  she 
left  again  on  the  same  day.     She  says  that  he  did  not  then  invite 
^»er    to  stay,  and  though    he   sjiys    his    "recollection  is"    that 
he<lid,  he  does  not  say  so  positively,  and,  indeed,  he  does  not,  in 
l»s  testimony,  reckon  that  among  the  occasions  on  which  lie  asked 
her  to  return  to  him.     Nor  did  he  c»ontribute  to  her  support,  or 
that  of  her  child,  during  that  period  of  more  tlian  ^ve  years. 
She  has  but  little  property,  and  is,  and  before  her  marriage  was, 
disabled  to  a  great  extent,  by  permanent  stiffness  of  her  left  arm 
(the  result  of  disease),  from  doing  any  work  to  obtain  the  means 
yf  livelihood,  except  light  sewing.     She  has  lived,  since  her  sep- 
aration from  her  husband,  in  a  part  of  her  late  father's  home- 
stead, which  part  was  secured  to  her  by  his  will,  in  view  of  her 
crippled  condition,  for  a  refuge,  in    case  of  necessity.     Up  to 
1879  she  never  refused  to  return  to  the  petitioner,  but  was  appar- 
ently willing  to  do  so,  if  it  appeared  he  could  support  lier.     In 
that  year  she  appears  to  have  refused  to  return.     He  then  offered, 
if  she  would  return,  to  place  |500  in  the  hands  of  his  lawyer,  as 
secarity  that  he  would  support  her,  and  to  agree  to  pay  over  to 
the  lawyer  $100  a  month  thereafter,  for  the  support  of  the  fam« 
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ily,  aiid  iKHiHe-rent ;  the  money  to  be  drawn  by  ber  in  sums  not 
to  ezcKsrI  $25  a  week.  She^  nevertheless^  declined  to  return,  and 
l^ives  fM  lier  rea>9rm  that  she  did  not  know  that  the  petitioner 
could  CHrry  out  his  proposition.  It  is  needless  to  say  that  a  wife 
cannot  deal  thus  with  her  husband  and  not  render  herself  liable 
to  the  charge  of  deserting  him.  But  the  conduct  of  the  peti- 
tioner, from  the  time  when  the  defendant  left  him  up  to  the  letter 
of  Keptember  2^1,  1878,  was  such  as  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
he  aaiuiew^Kl  in  the  separation  during  that  time.  It  is  true  he 
Hays  he  ankc^d  her  t^)  return  in  the  summer  of  1874,  but  she  de- 
nies it,  and  I  see  no  reason  to  give  greater  credit  to  him  than  to 
heron  this  |K)int.  Neither  of  them  is  corroborated.  A  divorce 
will  not  l)e  granted  on  the  testimony  of  the  applicant  alone.  He 
d(H!H  not  ap|)eur  to  have  sought  to  induce  her  to  return  to  him 
from  the  summer  of  1873  to  the  fall  of  1878,  but,  on  the  other 
haml,  left  her  to  struggle  along,  and  with  great  difficulty,  for  the 
Hup|M)rt  of  herself  and  her  child,  without  aid  of  any  kind, 
or  ev(  n  any  (K)mmunication  from  him.  He  did  not  discharge 
hin  duty  towards  her  in  the  premises.  If  her  separation  from 
him  iM)uld  l)e  regarded  as  willful  desertion  from  the  time  when, 
in  1K73,  hIic  is  proved  to  have  declined  to  return,  it  is  clear  that 
<luring  the  periml  that  intervened  up  to  September,  1878,  he  did 
not,  in  the  language  of  the  court  in  Cornish  v.  Cornish^  8  C,  E, 
(Hr,  :J08y  make  the  advances  or  concessions  which  a  just  man 
ought  to  have  made  to  ])ut  an  end  to  the  desertion.  His  finan- 
i'ial  omlmrntHsment  in  the  spring  of  1873  was  manifestly  very 
great,  and  distressing  to  both  him  and  her,  and  his  conduct  to- 
wards her  in  i*e8|)ect  to  her  proi)erty  was  very  aggravating,  as 
well  as  mortifying.  He  api>eareil,  indee<l,  to  be  unable  to  pro- 
vide for  her,  and  yet,  after  she  left  him,  she  was  willing  to  return, 
and  but  for  family  advict>,  which  was  honestly  and  sincerely  given, 
and  intended  for  her  l)eneAt,  would  undoubtedly  have  done  so. 
Nor  had  she  any  evidomv  whatever,  even  by  his  bare  tleclaration, 
fnuu  the  summer  of  1873  to  the  fall  of  1878,  tliat  he  was  in 
anywisi»  able  to  ixintribute  anything  to  her  supftort,  or  that  of 
their  ehild.  When  she  declined  to  return,  in  1873,  he  obtained 
fmm  her  four  out  of  five  dollars  she  had  borrowed  for  her  own 
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tise,  to  buy  him  a  pair  of  shoes.  Her  letters  to  him — while  in 
the  latest  ones  she  expresses  distrust  of  his  ability  to  support  her 
— are  not  unafiectionate.  Those  written  in  1873^  judging  from 
their  language,  are  the  letters  of  a  loving  and  faithful  wife.  No 
intention  to  desert  her  husband  appeared  in  her  language  or 
<x>uduct  up  to  1879.  And  if  she  could  be  held  to  have  deserted 
her  husband  in  1873,  as  I  think  she  could  not — for  though  there 
was  cessation  of  cohabitation,  tliere  was  no  intention  to  desert — 
her  desertion  could  not  be  said  to  have  been  obstinate. 
The  petition  will  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Amanda  S.  Joyce 
Anna  M.  Haines  et  al. 


A  bill  to  establish  a  resulting  trust  averred  merely  that  C.  (the  husband) 
was  married  to  K.  in  1827,  and  that  lands  were  conveyed  to  him  in  1831,  but 
that  the  consideration  therefor  was  paid  by  the  wife  "out  of  her  own  estate." — 
Jftldj  insufficient.  The  court  cannot  infer,  from  such  averment,  that  the  wife 
had  a  separate  estate,  and  that  tlie  consideration  for  such  land  was  paid  there- 
fronif  or  for  its  benefit.  As  the  law  st(X)d  at  her  marriage,  her  property, 
other  than  her  separate  estate,  vested  in  her  husband,  and  even  if  the  money 
wiis  her  separate  estate,  she  might  have  given  it  to  her  husband. 


Bill  for  relief.     On  general  demurrer. 
Jfr.  C.  E.  Hendriokaon,  for  demurrant. 
Mr.  W.  A.  BarrowBy  for  complainant. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  states  that  Caleb  A.  L.  Shinn  and  Rebecca,  his  wife, 
were  married  in  1827,  and  that  in  1831,  Joseph  Kirkbride, 
assignee  of  Abraham  Hays,  conveyed  to  Shinn  certain  real  estate 
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in  Vinoentown,  in  Burlington  county ;  that  the  consideration , 
$1,092,  named  in  the  deed  and  actually  paid,  wss  paid  by  Mrs. 
Shinn  "out  of  her  own  estate,"  although  the  title  to  the  prop- 
erty was  conveyed  to  Shinn,  and  that  no  part  of  it  was  paid  by 
him ;  that  afterwards,  in  1844,  Shinn  and  his  wife  conveyed  the 
premises,  with  other  property,  to  his  mother  in  law,  Ann  Lodge, 
by  voluntar)'  conveyance,  and  merely  to  shift  the  title  to  elude 
his  creditors,  and  she,  in  1854,  conveyed  the  property  back  to 
him,  without  consideration,  except  the  agreement  for  re-convey- 
ance made  between  her  and  him,  made  on  the  conveyance  to  her ; 
that  part  of  the  property  was  conveyed  away  by  Shinn  and  hi^ 
wife;  that  she  died  intestate,  in  1874,  leaving  him  and  her  two 
daughters,  the  complainant  and  Anna  M.  Haines,  surviving  her  ; 
that  they  were  her  only  heirs  at  law;  that  Shinn  died  in  1880, 
leaving  a  will,  which  has  been  proved,  by  which  he  gave  all  hi.s 
lands  in  Vincentown  to  his  daughter,  Mrs.  Haines ;  that  the 
latter  claims  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  of  so  much  of  the  properly 
conveyed  by  Kirkbride,  assignee  to  Shinn,  as  before  mentioned, 
as  the  latter  was  seized  of  at  his  death,  and  that  she,  with  her 
husband,  has  mortgaged  it,  with  other  land,  to  Sarah  A.  Toni- 
linson.     It  "charges  and  insists"  that  on  the  death  of  Mr>«. 
Shinn  intestate,  her  equitable  estate  and  interest  existing  in  the 
property  by  reason  of  her   having   paid   the   purchase-money 
therefor,  descended  to  and  vested  in  Mrs.  Haines  and  the  com- 
plainant, as  tenants  in  common,  subject  to  Shinn's  tenancy  by 
the  curtesy,  and  that  he  had  no  further  or  other  estate  in  the 
property  except  as  trustee  for  them.     It  denies  that  Mrs.  Haines 
has  any  title  as  devisee,  but  alleges  that  she  has  only  title  to  an 
equal  undivided  half,  as  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  her  mother, 
while  it  insists  that  the  complainant  is,  in  like  manner,  entitled 
to  the  other  half.     It  prays  a  discovery  merely,  with  general 
r<?lief.     The  bill  is  founded  on  the  theory  that  a  resulting  trust 
in  favor  of  Mrs.  Shinn,  in  the  property,  arose  from  the  fact  that 
the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  from  Kirkbride,  assignee  to 
her  husband,  was  paid  by  her  out  of  her  own  funds.    The  aver- 
ment is  that  it  was  paid  by  her  "  out  of  her  own  estate ;"  not 
that  it  was  paid  out  of  her  separate  estate.     The  pleader  may 
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iiA^ire   intended  to  aver  that  she  had  a  separate  estate,  and  that 

t/»€*  oonsideration  was  paid  out  of  it  for  her  own  benefit,  or  that 

of    Ii  er  separate  estate,  but  he  has  not  done  so.     If  the  money 

hn.ci     l)een  part  of  her  separate  estate,  and  she  had  given  it  to  her 

li«xsl>and  as  a  gift,  to  enable  him  to  pay  the  consideration  money 

or    t^he  conveyance,  no  trust  would  have  resulted  to  her.     If  the 

iiion^y  was  not  her  separate  estate,  under  the  law  as  it  stood  at 

tho    t:i  me  of  her  marriage,  it  became  the  property  of  her  husband, 

a"<J,    of  course,  no  trust  resulted  from  his  use  of  it  in  paying  the 

<*^^si  deration  money  of  the  conveyance  of  land  to  him.     The 

bill   *«  charges  and  insists"  that  a  trust  resulted  to  Mrs.  Shinn 

^^y   *"eason  of  her  payment  of  the  purcha«^e  money  merely,  and 

tWa^t  oo  her  death,  her  husband  had,  beside  his  curtesy,  no  estate 

»^  the  property  except  as  trustee  for  the  complainant  and  her 

i^ister,  Mrs.  Haines,  but  there  is  no  averment  that  the  property 

^^s  bought  for  Mrs.  Shinn,  or  was  to  be  held  in  trust  for  her,  or 

t"at  she  was  to  be  the  owner  of  ii,  notwithstanding  the  title  Mras 

^Ken  by  her  husband.     The  claim  to  relief  is  wholly  based  on 

tile  allegation  that  the  consideration  money  was  paid  by  her  out 

^^    her  own  estate,  without  even  denying  that  it  was  paid  on 

^^^coiint  and  for  the  benefit  of  her  husband.     It  is  too  much  to 

intend,  from  the  simple  averment  that  the  money  was  paid  out 

***    her  own  estate^  that  she  not  only  had  a  separate  estate,  but 

"*at  the  money  was  paid  out  of  it,  and  for  her  own  separate 

*^nefit,  in  the  purchase  of  the  property.     It  would  seem,  from 

^^^   statements  of  the  bill,  that  the  idea  of  the  complainant  is 

^»^at  the  mere  payment  by  a  married  woman,  before  the  passage 

^^    our  married  women's  act,  of  the  purchase  money  of  land 

^^^^veyed  to  her  husband^  out  of  money  which  was  hers  at  her 

^°^^^^iage,  or  became  hers  afterwards,  though  not  settled  to  her 

'^P^rate  use,  of  itself  created  a  resulting  trust  in  the  land,  in 

»^r  favor,  and  made  her  husband  trustee  thereof  for  her,  though 

^*^«  land  was  bought  by  him  and  for  his  own  use.    It  is  unneces- 

^  to  say  that  that  ^proposition  cannot  be  maintained.      If 

^^^  bill  is  based  on  the  fact  that  Mrs.  Shinn  had  a  separate 

^^^  out  of  which  and  for  the  benefit  whereof  the  payment 
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waft  nuAty  to  tbe  eod  that  she  should  be  the  beneficial  owner  of 
the  proptfnr,  to  her  sepoiate  use^  the  aTennents  are  inraffieieiii. 
The  dftmamr  will  be  sostained. 


Mart  M.  Pkrrixe,  adminisliatrix  Ac^ 

r. 
Peter  Vreelaxd,  ezecator  Ac. 

A  t€wtator  gmre  tbe  interest  oo  certain  fands,  which  were  U>  be  MCorelT  in- 
Tested  on  U^nd  and  mortgage,  to  bis  wife  for  life  or  widowhood,  for  the  sap- 
pr/rt  f4  herself  and  their  son,  with  a  proviso  that  on  her  remarriage,  her 
right  Uf  sach  interest  should  cense,  and  it  should  be  pajable  for  the  support  of 
the  son  tm\j ;  and  if  she  should  remain  unmarried  until  tbe  sod  attained  bL-^ 
maj/fritr,  he  shf^d  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  tbe  income  for  his  own  use ; 
ami  that  at  her  decea^  all  the  estate  should  go  to  the  son  absolntelT,  so  90(»n 
an  he  sb^xild  marrr  or  become  of  age,  but  if  he  should  die  without  heirs,  or 
Ijefore  he  caune  int^i  full  possession,  then  over.  Tbe  widow  and  two  others 
were  app^iinted  execuUirs.  The  testator  died  in  1840,  and  bis  widow,  who, 
with  <me  of  the  other  appointees,  proved  tbe  will,  remarried  in  1847.  In  1848. 
the  executors  who  proved  the  will  filed  their  final  account,  and  invested  the 
fund  as  directed  hv  the  will,  until  its  repayment  to  the  executor  in  1873, 
wbcrn  it  was  invested  in  first  mortgage  on  city  lots,  then  worth  three  times  a-^ 
much  as  the  fund  inv&fted.  Afterwards,  the  mortgagor  became  insolvent,  an<l 
the  executrir,  on  foreclosure,  was  obliged  to  buy  in  tbe  property,  in  order  t4* 
protect  the  fund.  The  son  came  of  age  in  1860.  He  was  married  to  com- 
plainant in  1858,  and  died  in  1864,  leaving  a  child  bom  of  tbe  complainant 
in  1860,  who  is  still  living. — Held, 

(1)  On  construction  of  tbe  will,  that  tbe  son  was  entitled  to  tbe  entire  estate 
on  the  remarriage  of  the  widow,  and  tbe  gift  over  was  defeated  bj  the  son^s 
leaving  lawful  issue  surviving  at  his  4ealh. — Heldf  also, 

(2)  That  the  executor's  discretion  as  to  the  security  of  the  investment  in 
1873  ap|>earing  to  have  been  fairly  exercised,  and  he  having  obtained  advice 
from  reputable  counsel  that  the  principal  of  the  fimd  did  not  go  to  the  son 
unless  he  survived  bis  mother,  he  is  guilty  of  no  breach  of  trust,  either  be- 
cause he  continued  to  hold  the  fund  after  the  gift  over  was  defeated,  or  because 
of  the  investment  in  1873,  and  that  the  land  is  the  fund. 


fiill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proo&« 
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Mr.  8.  B,  Ransom,  for  complainant. 
Mr.  C.  H.  Hartshome,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

Cornelius  W.  Vreeland,  now  deceased,  by  his  will,  dated  Janu- 
ary 6th,  1840,  after  ordering  payment  of  his  debts  and  giving  a 
i^pecific  legacy  to  his  wife,  directed  that  a  certain  lot  of  land 
which  he  then  owned  should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  used  as 
thereinafter  provided.     He  then  proceeded  as  follows : 

'*  It  is  my  will  that  the  money  raised  by  the  sale  of  the  aforesaid  lot  be  put 
out  at  interest,  secared  by  bond  and  mortgage,  and  to  remain  so,  together  with 
all  WMxj  money  that  I  now  have  standing  upon  bond  and  mortgage,  or  that  may 
bediaemeat  my  decease,  until  such  time  as  hereinafter  specified.  It  is  my 
^^^  that  the  interest  or  income  of  all  my  money  or  estate  be  paid  to  my  be- 
loved wife  Caroline  yearly  and  every  year  during  her  natural  life,  provided 
she  x-iemains  my  widow,  for  her  to  have  and  to  use  the  same  for  her  own  sup- 
PO*^  and  the  education  and  support  of  my  son  William.  But  in  case  she 
shodld  marry,  then  it  is  my  will  that  her  right  and  title  to  said  interest  or  in- 
conae  should  cease  with  the  date  thereof;  and  in  this  case,  my  executors  are  to 
'^®®'I>,  hold  and  use  the  interest  or  income  of  all  my  estate  for  the  sole  benefit, 
^'^oaition  and  support  of  my  son  Willinm.  And,  further,  it  is  my  will  that 
^J  l>eloved  wife  Caroline,  in  case  her  life  should  be  spared,  and  she  remain 
^T  '^widow  until  my  son  William  should  marry  or  become  of  age,  that  she 
should  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  my  son  William  the  one-half  of  the  income 
ot  ^11  my  estate,  provided  he  should  exact  the  same,  for  him  to  have  and  use 
t»^  Same  as  he  may  think  proper. 

A.t  the  decease  of  my  beloved  wife  Caroline,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son 
^niiara  all  my  estate,  together  with  all  the  proceeds  or  profits,  so  soon  as  he 
ahaJl  marry  or  become  of  age,  for  him  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  for  him- 
self >  his  heiri*  or  assigns,  forever.    In  case  my  son  William  should  die  without 
l**»rs,or  before  he  comes  into  the  full  possession  of  my  estate,  then  and  in  that 
CMC  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  surviving  brothers  and  sisters  all  my  estate,  to 
be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  for  them  to  have  and 
to  hold  the  same  for  themselves,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  forever." 

He  apiK>inted  his  wife  and  his  brother,  Peter  V.  B.  Vreeland, 
Peter  Vreeland;  the  defendant,  and  Jasper  Cadmus,  juii.,  his 
executors.  He  died  in  February,  1840.  The  will  was  proved 
by  Mrs.  Vreeland  and  Peter  V.  B.  Vreeland.  In  1848  (the 
^vidow  had  then  remarried),  they  filed  their  final  account  of  the 
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estate,  wliicli  was  allowed  aiid  |>as^  Sepcenaber  20dL,  1848 ;  bv 
which  thev  adinitteii  that  the  amount  of  the  net  bal^Dee  of  the 
estate  in  their  hands  was  $2,944.77.  The  testator's  widow  mar- 
ried Henry  M.  Burch,  May  2d,  1847.  Mr.  Bunch  died  August 
27th.  185!<,  and  she  marrieil  her  present  huslAod.  John  Shilli> 
day,  Novendjer  2d,  1864.  The  testator's  son  William  came  of 
age  in  I860,  lie  was  marrieil  tu  the  complainant  August  2d, 
1858.  He  <lied  May  24th,  1864.  He  had  a  child,  a  daughter, 
hy  the  complainant,  l)orn  March  14th,  I860,  who  is  still  living. 
HU  widow  took  f»ut  letters  of  administration  on  his  estate  on  June 
loth,  1864,  and  letters  of  guanlian^iip  of  her  daughter  on  July 
18th,  I860.  She  marrit<l  her  present  husband  in  1866.  She 
brings  this  >uit  to  recover  from  the  executor  and  executrix  the 
estate  given  by  the  will  to  her  hiislwnd,  the  t^-^taror's  <on  Wil- 
liam. 

The  estate  appears  to  have  been  securely  invested  by  Peter 
V.  B.  Vreelaud  previously  to  October  14th,  1873 ;  and  it  having 
l>eeii  paid  to  him.  he  then  invested  it  on  bond  and  mortgage  of 
nineteen  vacant  building-lots,  of  the  usual  size  of  twenty-five 
feet  front  by  one  hundred  feet  in  depth,  in  the  city  of  Bayonne, 
in  Hudson  county.  They  were  worth  $500  apiece.  The  inter- 
est Ixfing  in  arrears,  he  began  proceedings  in  this  court  for  fore- 
closure of  that  mortgage  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  in 
1876,  and  obtained  a  decree,  March  14th,  1878,  for  $3,470.05, 
including  c<^>sts.  At  the  sheriff's  sale,  the  property  was  bid  up  by 
another  [)er8on  against  his  bids  to  nearly  §3,000,  at  which  price 
it  was  struck  off  to  him,  as  executor,  and  a  deed  from  the  sheriff 
was  taken  by  him,  accordingly,  for  it,  under  which  he  still  holds 
if.  The  mortgagor  is  insolvent.  The  interest  on  the  investment 
ap|)ears  to  have  been  collected  and  paid  over,  up  to  October  14th, 
1875.  The  property  is,  as  before  stated,  still  in  the  hands  of  the 
executor,  and  it  cannot  now,  for  want  of  a  market  for  it,  be  sold 
for  enough  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  investment 
up  to  this  time,  besides  taxes,  but  if  turned  into  cash  now,  there 
would  be  a  loss.  The  complainant  insists  that  she  is  entitled  to 
an  account  from  the  executors  of  the  fund,  with  interest  from 
October  14th,  1875,  and  that  they  are  bound  to  pay  it  over  to 
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Iie^^    in  cash.     On  the  other  hand,  the  executor  Vreeland,  who 

nlc^^e  has  had  charge  of  the  estate  since  the  settlement  of  the 

iiiM..^^I  aoooant,  answers  that  he  has  been  and  is  advised,  and  now 

in^v^ts,  that  the  principal  of  the  fund   is  not  ])ayable,  by  the 

ief«-»i8  and  true  construction  of  the  will,  until*  the  death  of  the 

te^  '^  amor's  widow ;   and,  further,  that  if  the  complainant  is  now 

eu^  i  tied  to  the  principal,  he  is  not  bound  to  account  in  cash,  but 

o\\\  37  f(»r  and  in  the  property.    He  appears  not  only  to  have  been 

car^^^ful  in  investing  the  fund,  but  also  to  have  taken  pains  to 

s*s<^^Ttain  when  it  was  payable.     He   took   the  advice  of  two 

P^*^<2ticing  lawyers  of  this  state  on  the  subject,  obtaining  a  writ- 

tecm     opinion  from  one  of  them,  at  least,  and  was  advised  by  both 

thc^^  the  principal  of  the  fund  was  not  payable  until  the  death  of 

th^    testator's  widow ;  and  he  acted  upon  the  advice.    It  appears, 

^^^o^that  no  demand  was  made  upon  him  for  the  payment  of  the 

pr*  vidpal  of  the  fund  until  just  before  this  suit  was  brought. 

^^y  the  will,  the  interest  of  the  fund  is  given  to  the  widow 

'^    life,  provided  she  remains  the  testator's  widow,  for  her  own 

^^I>|3ort  and  the  support  and  education  of  the   testator's  son 

William;  and  it  is  expressly  provided  that  on  her  remarriage, 

het*  right  and  title  to  the  interest  shall  cease,  and  that  thereafter 

^^  executors  shall  hold  the  estate  for  the  sole  benefit,  education 

anci  sapport  of  William  ;  and,  further,  that  if  the  widow  should 

hv'e  and  remain  unmarried   till   the  majority  or  marriage  of 

William,  she  should  then  pay  him  half  of  the  income,  for  his 

own  Qse  absolutely,  if  he  should  demand  it.    The  will  then  pro- 

<*^d8  as  follows : 

*  At  the  decease  of  my  beloved  wife  Caroline,  I  give  and  bec]ueath  to  my 
****  VTilliam  all  my  estate,  together  with  all  its  proceeds  or  profits,  so  soon  as 
"*  *l«tll  marry  or  become  of  age ;  for  him  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  for 
BUHielthiB  heirs  or  assigns,  forever.  In  case  my  son  Will iara  should  die 
'^l^t  lieirs,  or  before  he  comes  into  the  full  possesi^ion  of  my  estate,  then 
"^  in  thni  case,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  surviving  brothers  and  sbters  all 
"y  ttUtf ,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them  &c." 

The  testator  evidently  intended  to  give  the  entire  estate  to 
William  on  the  decease  or  remarriage  of  his  widow.  He  ex- 
V^y  provides   that   on   her  remarriage,  her  interest   in  the 
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inoome  (which  was  her  entire  interest  in  the  estate)  shoald  oease^ 
and  the  ezecatore  should  therefore  keep,  hold  and  use  the  inter- 
eat  or  inooroe  of  all  the  estate  for  the  sole  benefit,  education  and 
support  of  William ;  and  though  the  bequest  of  the  estate  ti> 
William  is,  bv  the  language  of  the  will,  on  the  death  of  the 
widow,  awl  not  on  her  remarriage,  he  manifestly  intended  U> 
give  it  to  William  on  the  happening  of  the  latter  event  He 
contemplated  the  possibility  of  the  death  of  his  widow  before 
William  should  have  attained  to  his  majority  or  have  been 
married,  and  therefore  provided  that  so  soon  after  her  death  as 
he  should  become  of  age  or  marry,  he  should  have  the  whole 
estate  absolutely.  The  gift  over  is,  according  to  its  terms,  in  the 
event  of  his  dying  without  heirs  (meaning  children^,  or  before  he 
should  come  into  the  full  possession  of  the  estate.  The  testator^s 
intention  was  that  the  estate  shoald  go  over  in  case-William  died 
without  issue,  and  (substituting  the  word  ^'  and  "  for  the  word 
^^  or,''  to  effectuate  the  testator's  intention),  before  having  come 
into,  or  become  entitled  to,  the  full  possession  of  the  estate. 
The  widow's  interest  in  the  estate  ceased  on  her  marriage  to  Mr. 
fiureh,  in  1847 ;  and  thereafter,  until  William's  majority,  the 
executors  were  to  hold  the  estate  in  trust  for  him  for  his  sole 
use.  He  had  a  child  born  in  1860,  in  which  vear  he  attained 
his  majority.  He  died  in  1864.  The  child  is  still  living.  The 
fact  that  William  left  a  child  living  at  his  death  put  an  end  to 
the  limitation  over ;  it  could  never  take  effect.  From  the  date 
of  his  mother's  remarriage,  the  executor  was,  by  the  will,  U> 
hold  the  estate  for  William's  use,  without  limitation ;  and  such 
gift  of  the  use  was  equivalent  to  a  gift  of  the  entire  estate.  It 
appears  by  the  context,  too,  that  in  fixing  the  time  when  the 
estate  was  to  go  to  William,  at  the  death  of  his  widow,  the  testator 
was  contemplating  the  contingency  of  her  dying  while  his  widow, 
and  giving  directions  accordingly;  and  there  is,  therefore,  nothing 
in  that  provision,  when  properly  construed  (as  there  is  not  when 
all  the  provisions  are  considered  together),  to  prevent  or  militate 
against  the  vesting  of  the  estate  in  William  on  his  mother's  re- 
marriage. The  estate,  therefore,  was  vested  absolutely  in  him  at 
his  death ;  and  at  his  death  it  was  payable  to  his  legal  represent- 
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ative.     His  administratrix  was  therefore  entitled  to  it,  as  she 
still  is. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  further  question  as  to  the  account 
and   payment     The  executor  has   retained   the  estate   in    his 
hands  until  this  time,  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  his  duty 
mmder  the  will.    He  took  pains  to  inform  himself  as  to  his  duty, 
as  befcNre  stated.   He  consulted  not  only  one,  but  two,  experienced 
Jawyers,  obtaining,  as  before  mentioned,  the  written  opinion  of 
at  least  one  of  them  on  the  subject.     Their  view  of  the  subject, 
mnd  his  consequent  action  upon  it,  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  ad- 
ministratrix.    It  is  true  she  was  without  any  information  as  to 
lier  rights  in  the  matter,  except  such  as  she  derived  from  his 
^X)unsel  and  himself;  but  the  information  given  to  her  by  them 
inras  honestly  and  fairly  given,  and  was  the  result  of  careful  in- 
<}airy  and  examination.     She  herself  might  have  got  the  advice 
of  counsel,  and  she  was  at  liberty  to  obtain  an  adjudication  on 
the  subject.     The  executor  cannot  be  regarded  as  having  been 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  trust  in  declining  to  pay  over  the  fund 
to  her,  under  the  circumstances.     His  trust  with  regard  lo  the 
i'und  still  continued,  and  he  was  bound  to  take  the  same  care  of 
it  as  before  the  administratrix  was  entitled  to  demand  it.    Under 
the  circumstances,  his  duty  in  regard  to  it  was  not  changed,  and 
bin  liability  was  not  increased,  by  the  fact  that  he  held  it  and 
declineil  to  pay  it  over  to  her  after  she  became  entitled  to  it. 
•Se  managed  it  with  care  and  made  proper  investments,  and 
p£i.id  over  the  interest  so  long  as  interest  was  collectible  on  the 
ii*  ^^^estment.     When,  in  1873,  he  invested  it  on  the  lots  in  Bay- 
oazi  »e,  he  appears  to  have  been  guilty  of  no  negligence.  Though  the 
lo*:fl  were  vacant,  yet  they  were  in  a  growing  city,  and  were  worth  at 
^i*^  time  at  least  $500  apiece.    There  were  nineteen  of  them,  and 
they  were  then  wortli  $9,500 — more  than  tliree  times  the  amount 
^^  the  fund.    The  want  of  a  market  for  the  property  is  due  to  the 
revulsion  which  has  taken  place  since  the  investment  was 
At  sheriff's  sale,  under  the  foreclosure  proceedings,  the 
P^^^perty  was  bid  up  to  nearly  $3,000  by  another  person,  and  the 
^■^^outor,  for  the  protection  of  the  fund,  deemed  it  prudent  to 
^y  it  in.     His  action  in  that  matter  does  not  appear  to  have 
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IxH^n  such  as  to  render  him  liable  to  the  charge  of  breach  of 
trust.  He  is  bound  to  account  for  the  fund,  but  is  not  bound  to 
]>ay  it  over  in  cash.  He  may  pay  it  over  in  the  property  itself. 
He  will  be  ordered  to  pay  it  over  in  the  property,  which  he  will 
be  required  to  convey  to  the  complainant,  as  administratrix,  on 
receiving  payment  from  her  of  what  may  be  due  to  him  for  costs 
and  fees  paid  in  the  foreclosure  proceedings  and  on  the  sheriff^s 
sale,  and  taxes,  if  any,  paid  by  him,  and  his  commissions,  and 
his  costs  of  this  suit.  Or,  the  trust  may  be  closed  by  the  sale  of 
the  property  under  the  direction  of  this  court,  and  the  proceeds^ 
after  deducting  the  before-mentioned  payments  to  the  trustee, 
paid  over  to  the  complainant. 


George  Fine 

V. 

Joseph  B.  Kino  et  al. 


Lands  of  an  insolvent  decedent  were  aold,  free  of  his  widow's  dower,  to  paj 
his  debts.  Tb  secure  such  dower,  the  purchaser  gave  the  administrators  a 
mortgage  for  $2,700,  the  interest  whereof  was  payable  to  the  widow  for  life, 
and  the  principal,  at  her  death,  to  her  husband's  heirs  at  law.  The  purchaser 
also  gave  another  mortgage  on  the  premises,  prior  to  the  widow's,  which  was 
aAorwards  |)aid  off.  The  widow's  dower  was,  in  fact,  only  $1,700,  and  the  pur- 
chaser afterwards  borrowed  $2,600  of  the  complainant.  By  an  agreement  with 
the  administrators,  without  the  privity  or  consent  of  the  widow,  the  complain- 
ant*s  mortgage  was  to  be  the  first  lien  on  the  premises — the  administrators 
agreeing  with  the  lender  to  indemnify  him  against  the  widow's  claim  to  pri- 
ority ;  and  this  agreement  was  (.consummated  by  canceling  the  widow's  mort- 
gage, and  substituting  another  for  $1,700,  in  lieu  of  it,  subsequent  to  complain- 
antV — HfkLt  in  a  suit  for  foreclosure  of  the  lender's  mortgage,  that  the  rights 
and  priority  of  the  widow  were  unafiected  thereby,  but  that  relief  could  be 
oUaiuei)  by  her,  in  the  suit,  only  by  cross-bill. 


% 


Bill  to  foreclose.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proo&. 
Mr.  J.  (?.  Shipman^  for  complainant. 
Jfr.  0.  J^^^!f%  for  Mary  Rinehart. 
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The  Chancellor. 

The  administrators  of  George  Rinehart,  deceased,  under  an 

order  of  the  orphans  court  of  Warren  county,  sold   his  real 

estate  to  pay  his  debts.     It  was  sold  free  of  the  dQwer  of  his 

Vi(cic3W,  Mary  Rinehart.     The  property  was  sold  to  Joseph  B. 

Kn^,  who,  in  order  to  raise  part  of  the  purchase  money,  gave  a 

fflo^'tigage  thereon  to  William  Kiley,  for  $3,600,  and  for  the  rest, 

gai^^  a  mortgage  for  $2,709.75,  to  the  administrators.     By  the 

terrM:M.8  of  this  latter  mortgage,  the  interest  was  to  be  payable  ta 

Ma^XT-^  Rinehart,  the  dowress,  for  life,  and  at  her  death,  the  prin- 

cip^X  was  to  go  to  her  husband's  heirs  at  law.     By  an  agreement 

bet'v^reen  the  administrators  and  Kiley,  his  mortgage  had  priority 

ov^ic^    the  mortgage  given  to  them.     The  Kiley  mortgage  was 

pfti^l    off  and  canceled  in  December,  1876.     The  widow  was  not 

eut^t:led,  for  her  dower,  to  interest  on  the  whole  amount  of  the 

n^^^^^trgage  to  the  administrators,  but  only  on  $1,773.     In  order 

to  V^^y  the  difference  to  the  administrators,  King  borrowed  $2,600 

of  "tJie  complainant,  on  a  mortgage  to  be  given  him  ou  the  prop- 

^^^  y  but  the  complainant  would  not   lend  the  money  ou  the 

^^^^  rity  unless  it  should  be  made  the  first  encumbmnce  on  the 

prc^jjerty.    It  was  thereupon  agreed  between  him  and  the  admin- 

^^■^^^tors  that  his  mortgage  should  have   precedence   over  the 

•^^^tgage  to  secure  the  dower.     The  arrangement  was  carried 

out    by  the  cancellation  of  the  mortgage  for  $2,709.75,  and  the 

8ut>4stitution  of  a  new  one  for  $1,773,  in  its  place,  subsequent  to 

tl^s^t;   of  the  complainant.     The  widow   knew  notliiiig  of  this 

^•"^^Jigement,  and  the  cancellation  and  substitution  were  made 

w^t,liout  her  knowledge  or  consent.     In  this  suit,  which  is  for 

foreclosure  of  the  complainant's  mortgage,  she,  by  her  answer^ 

^to  up,  on  this  ground,  her  claim  to  })riority.     It  is  clear,  from 

the  evidence,  that  the  complainant  knew  when  the  arrangement 

oy   ^hich  he  obtained  priority  for  his  mortgage  was  made,  that 

the  mortgage  held  by  the  administrators  was  held  in  trust  to 

secure  the  widow's  dower,  and  he  knew  that  the  ceaiuis  que  trust 

had  not  consented  to  the  arrangement.     He  not  only  admits  it, 

but  it  appears,  by  his  testimony,  that  the  administrators  agreetl 

with  him  that  they  would  personally  indemnify  their  ce^duk  que 
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trust  against  any  loss  which  the  latter  might  sustain  by  reason 
of  the  loss  of  priority.  The  property  will  not  bring  enough  to 
pay  both  mortgages  in  full,  and  a  loss  therefore  will,  in  the 
existing  order  of  priority,  be  sustained  by  the  beneficiaries,  under 
the  mortgage  to  the  administrators.  Such  of  them  as  did  not 
consent  to  the  arrangement  are  entitled,  in  equity,  to  a  re-instate- 
ment,  to  the  extent  of  tlieir  interest  therein,  of  the  original  mort- 
gage to  the  administrators,  thus  improperly  canceled.  The 
widow  alone  makes  defence.  She,  however,  cannot  obtain  relief 
in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings.  She  can  only  have  it  by 
€ro6S-bill,  for,  in  order  to  obtain  her  rights,  she  needs  affirma- 
tive relief  against  the  complainant. 

The  testimony  taken  on  the  motion  to  admit  the  widow  to 
answer  after  default,  was,  by  consent  of  counsel,  used  on  the 
hearing  as  evidence  in  the  cause.  A  consent  to  that  effec^t  should 
be  filed.  The  answer,  which  is  put  in  without  oath,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  requirement  of  the  bill,  is  defective  in  its  state- 
ment as  to  the  widow's  ignorance  of  and  non-consent  to  the  can 
cellation  and  substitution.  The  defect  is  manifestly  due  to  mere 
inadvertence  of  the  pleader.  The  answer  may  be  amended  it; 
that  respect.  When  leave  was  given  to  the  widow  to  answer 
after  the  default,  leave  was  also  given  to  file  a  cross-bill^  if  so 
advised.  None  was  filed,  and,  on  the  hearing,  it  was  understood 
that  one  might  be  filed,  if  deemed  necessary  by  the  court,  to 
give  the  widow  the  relief  she  claimed.  She  will  therefore  have 
leave  to  file  a  cross-bill,  and  the  cause  will  stand  over  for  further 
hearing,  after  the  issue  shall  have  been  joined,  and  the  testi- 
mony closed — if  any  further  testimony  shall  be  taken — in  the 
cross-suit. 
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Croeland  v.  Hall. 

Sabah  Crosland 

V. 

Reihien  p.  Hall  and  wife,  et  al. 

^  willful  misrepresentation  as  to  the  income  derived  from  the  royalty  on  a 
patent,  which  induced  a  landowner  to  exchange  his  property  for  a  one- 
'lalf  interest  in  such  royalty,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  fraud  and  deceit  to  set 
:t«i<le  the  conveyance. 

ill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 
K  J.  8.  MUchell,  for  complainant. 

v.  D,  J.  Pancoad,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

On  the  24th  of  December,  1877,  the  complainant,  Sarah  Cros- 
larici,  held  the  legal  title  to  a  tract  of  land  of  about  eighteen  acres, 
^0  X.<andis  township,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  ami,  accord- 
'"S  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  was  the  owner  thereof.  The  prop- 
'■ft^r  was  improved.  There  was  on  it  a  dwelling-house,  besides 
oth^r  buildings  and  improvements.  It  api)ears  to  have  been 
^c>^th  about  $5,500.  She  also  owned  certain  personal  property 
^^     the  premises,  consisting  of  hoasehold  furniture  in  the  house, 


OTE. — Analogous  cases  may  be  found,  where  actions  at  law  have  been  main- 

^iix^d  for  deceit  as  to  the  rent  received  from  premises  {Eklns  v.  Treshamy  1 

^^«^.    102 ;  Lymey  v.  *SW6y,  -?  Ld.  Raym.  lllS,  1  Salk.  211 ;   WUaou  v.  FuXkr, 

"'  ^*  B.  68;  Brown  v.  Castk«,  11  Cash.  SoO ;  Bhcks  v.  OaOetfy  .^  Lift.  W) ;  or 

Mii.1^  gQstained  or  relief  granted  therefor  in  equity  {Brereton  v.  Cowper,  2  Bro.  P, 

0.  -S^J;  Tottenham's  EntaU,  15  Ir.  Ck.  308;  Bimmock  v.  HaUet,  L.  R.  (2  Oh.) 

'^  J-    Flint  V.  Woodin,  9  Hare  618;  Abbott  v.  Sworder,  4  Be  O.  &  Sm.  448; 

^^^hane  v.  Hazelhurst,  50  Md.  107 ;  Wise  v.  Fuller,  2  Slew.  Eq.  257 ;  Boynton 

^'-  ^Sazdboom,  14  Allen  107) ;  or  the  profits  derived  from  a  theatre  {Harris  v. 

Iiev»i5|e,  5  Bligk  730  ;  Bryan  v.  Hitchcock^  43  Mo.  527) ;  or  the  amount  of  bu«i- 

»^^^8  done  at  an  inn  (Bobell  v.  SttvenSf  3  B.  &  C.  6VJ ;  Pearson  v.  WheeUr,  Ry. 

^  ^loo.  303;  Pilmore  v.  Hood,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  07 ;  Bowriug  v.  Stevens,  2  C.  &  P. 

•'^;  Riehardson  v.  Dunn,  8  C.  B.  {N.  S.)  655;  Hutchinson  v.  Morley,  7  Scott 
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was  made,  to  the  end  that  she  should  be  the  beneficial  owner  of 
the  property,  to  her  separate  ose,  the  averments  are  insufficient. 
The  demurrer  will  be  sustained. 


Mary  M.  Perrine,  administratrix  &c,, 

V. 

Peter  Vreeland,  executor  &c. 

A  testator  gave  the  interest  on  certain  funds,  which  were  to  be  securely  in- 
vested on  bond  and  mortgage,  to  his  wife  for  life  or  widowhood,  for  the  sup> 
port  of  herself  and  their  son,  with  a  proviso  that  on  her  remarriage,  her 
right  to  such  interest  should  cease,  and  it  should  be  payable  for  the  support  of 
the  son  only ;  and  if  she  should  remain  unmarried  until  the  son  attained  hi^ 
majority,  he  should  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  income  for  his  own  use ; 
and  that  at  her  decease  all  the  estate  should  go  to  the  son  absolutely,  so  so(»n 
as  he  should  marry  or  become  of  age,  but  if  he  should  die  without  heirs,  or 
before  he  came  into  full  possession,  then  over.  The  widow  and  two  othern 
were  appointed  executors.  The  testator  died  in  1840,  and  his  widow,  who» 
with  one  of  the  other  appointees,  proved  the  will,  remarried  in  1847.  In  1848, 
the  executors  who  proved  the  will  filed  their  final  account,  and  invested  the 
fund  as  directed  by  the  will,  until  its  repayment  to  the  executor  in  1873^ 
when  it  was  invested  in  first  mortgage  on  city  lots,  then  worth  three  times  as 
much  as  the  fund  invested.  Afterwards,  the  mortgagor  became  insolvent,  and 
the  executor,  on  foreclosure,  was  obliged  to  buy  in  the  property,  in  order  t<* 
protect  the  fund.  The  son  came  of  age  in  1860.  He  was  married  to  com- 
plainant in  1858,  and  died  in  1864,  leaving  a  child  bom  of  the  complainant 
in  1860,  who  is  still  living. — Held, 

(1)  On  construction  of  the  will,  that  the  son  was  entitled  to  the  entire  estate 
on  the  remarriage  of  the  widow,  and  the  gift  over  was  defeated  bj  the  son's 
leaving  lawful  issue  surviving  at  his  4eaih. — Held,  also, 

(2)  That  the  executor's  discretion  as  to  the  security  of  the  investment  in 
1873  appearing  to  have  been  fairly  exercised,  and  he  having  obtained  advice 
from  reputable  counsel  that  the  principal  of  the  fund  did  not  go  to  the  son 
unless  he  survived  his  mother,  he  is  guilty  of  no  breach  of  trust,  either  be- 
cause he  continued  to  hold  the  fund  after  the  gift  over  was  defeated,  or  because 
of  the  investment  in  1873,  and  that  the  land  is  the  fund. 


fiill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proo&« 
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tiie     iDai^in  was  made  there  was  a  mortgage  of  $400  on  the 
Cropland  property.     At  the  making  of  the  agreement  for  ex- 
change, Hall  agreed  to  lend  Crosland  $500  to  enable  him  to  go 
to  .^^vstralia.     To  raise  that  money  and  $200  for  himself,  Hall 
anA      iis  wife  executed  a  mortgage  for  $700  to  Crosland  on  the 
pro j>«rty,  which  Crosland  was  to  negotiate.     Leverett  Newcomb, 
to  ajCMX)mmodate  Crosland  and  to  enable  the  latter  to  get  the  $500 
by  xx^eans  of  the  mortgage  for  $700,  agreed  with  Hall  and  Cros- 
laiwi    to  advanoe  the  $200  to  Hall  on  the  security  of  the  assign- 
men  t;  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  by  Crosland  to  him.     He  took 
the  assignment  accordingly,  and  advanced  $20  on  account  of  the 
$20C>  to  Hall  at  the  time,  and  agreed  to  pay  the  balance  of  the 
$200  in  five  or  six  days  thereafter.     A  few  days  afterwards,  lie 
paid   to  Hall  $24.10.    Shortly  thereafter,  Crosland,  having  become 
susf  >icious  that  Hall  had  defrauded  him  in  the  exchange,  bor- 
rowed $80  of  Newcomb  to  pay  his  expenses  to  Chicago,  where  he 
went;  to  make  inquiry  about  the  patent.     A  new  assignment  of 
the   bond  and  mortgage  was  thereupon  made  by  Crosland  to  Xew- 
eonab^  to  secure  the  sum  of  $280,  the  amount  which  Newcomb 
had     agreed  to  pay  Hall  and  the  $80  lent  by  him  to  Crosland, 
Afterwards,  Crosland  having  become  satisfied  that  Hall  had  de- 
frauded him,  forbade  Newcomb  to  pay  Hall  any  more  money, 
hut  Kewcomb,  notwithstanding,  did,  on  Hall's  demand,  pay  him 
the  balance  of  the  $200.     Hall  and  his  wife,  soon  after  the  ex- 
change was  made,  went  into  posse&sion  of  the  Crosland  property, 


Gifford  V.  CarvUl,  29  Col.  580;  Tuck  v.  Downimj,  70  III  71;  Small  v.  Atwood, 
iMt.  4^1;  Jennings  v.  Broughton,  17  Bear.  ■?-j4)  ;  or  the  quantity  of  saltpetre 
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▼.  Builer,  3  Hayw.  14^) ;  or  the  quantity  of  woul  that  slieep  would  shear  per 
Head  [Brynni  v.  Crosby,  40  Me.  0) ;  or  the  extent  of  sales  of  an  engraving 
CSWj^  V.  Sleade,  7  Black/.  178) ;  or  of  a  patent  (AUia  v.  MilUson.  7J  III.  201; 
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and  have  held  it  ever  since.     The  eomplaioaut  knew  nothing  of 
the  transaction  with  Hall  (she  went  to  Australia  and  has  never 
returned),  until  after  it  had  been  completed.    She  never  affirmed, 
but,  on  the  contrary*,  repudiated  it.     She  knew  nothing  of  the 
transaction  with  Xewcomb.     She  brings  this  suit  by  her  next 
friend  to  obtain  a  decree  declaring  the  deed  and  the  transfer  of 
the  ))ersonal  property,  an«l  the  mortgage  to  Newcomb,  void,  and 
requiring  Hall's  wife  to  reconvey  the  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  her,  and  Xewcomb  to  give  up  the  mortgage  to  be  can- 
celed.    Her  claim  to  relief  is  based  on  the  ground  that  the  deeil 
for  the  real  property  is  void,  because,  though  it  was  signed  and 
:icknowle<lged  by  her,  yet  there  was   then    no  grantee  named 
therein,  and  she  never  gave  lawful  authority  to  her  husband  or 
any  one  else  to  insert  therein  the  name  of  any  person  as  grantee ; 
and  next  that  the  deed  was  obtained  under  fraudulent  niisrepre- 
>entations  made  by  Hall  to  her  husband.     As  to  the  mortgage, 
she  insists  that  if  the  deed  to  HalTs  wife  is  void,  the  mortgage  is 
void  also.     I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  fxiss  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  deed  is  void  in  law  or  not.     I  am  satisfied  that 
the  conveyance  of  the  land  and  the  transfer  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty ought  to  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud.     In  the  ex- 
change. Hall  made  a  false  representation  of  at  least  one  very 
material  fact  to  Crosland.     The  complainant,  in  her   bill,  al- 
leges that  Hall  represented  to  Crosland  that  he  had  received 
for  half  of  the  royalty  under  the  patent,  $800  a  year,  in  quarter- 
yearly  payments.     The  answer  not  oidy  denies  that  he  made  that 
statement,  but  alleges  in  sul)stance  that  what  he  said  was  that  he 
had   received  $200  a   year,  in  quarter-yearly  payments.      But 
Crosland  swears  that  Hall  told  him,  when  they  were  bargaining 
for  the  exchange,  that  the  half  of  the  royalty  under  the  letters- 
|)atent  had  paid  him  and  was  then  paying  him  $800  a  year,  and 
was  "getting  better  all  the  time,  and  was  only  in  its  infancy." 
Major  Walker,  a  counselor  at  law  in  Vineland,  at  whose  office 
and  by  whom  the  blanks  in  the  deed  were  filled,  and  the  assign- 
ment of  the  interest  in  the  patent-right  and  royalty  drawn,  and 
by  whom  the  execution  of  it  was  witnessed,  testifies  that  while 
they  were  in  his  office,  at  the  time  of  the  exchange  of  the  papers, 
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HaXX  said  that  he  had  received  from  the  royalty  from  $300  to 
$500  a  quarter,  and  that  that  income  would  enable  Crosland  to 
liv^     at  his  ease.     Crosland  swears  to  the  same  conversation.     The 
ileRs-vidauts,  Hall  and  wife,  by  their  answer,  not  only  deny  that 
he  ^old  Crosland  that  Hall  had  received,  for  half  of  the  royalty, 
$800  a  year,  but  they  give  the  impression  that  they  mean  to  say 
tha-fc     he  never  made  any  representation  on  the  subject  to  Cros- 
land   at  all,  but  that  all  the  representation  that  was  made  was 
ma^cile,  not  to  Crosland,  but  to  the  complainant  herself.     They 
$w^s^r,  in  the  answer,  that  the  complainant  herself^  in  or  about 
Octiober,  1877,  offered  to  sell  the  property  to  Hall  in  considera- 
tiox^    of  the  half  interest  in  the  letters-patent  and  royalty,  and  that 
he   tLold  her  that  the  amount  received  was  $200  a  year;  but  it 
i:^  csl^ar  that  this  statement  is  entitled  to  no  credit  whatever.     It 
i"*   t^¥"ue,  they  produce  a  witness,  Ransford  P.  Crowell  (neither 
Hi*  11  nor  his  wife  was  sworn  in  the  canse),  who  testifies  that,  in 
^^^v^ember,  1877  (he  says  it  w^as  just  before  the  shop  was  de- 
siro^ed  \yy  fite)y  in  his  meat-shop,  in  Viiieland,  he  heard  a  con- 
vei>5ation  between  the  complainant  and  Hall,  who  was  employed 
"J^r^,  in  which  she  said  to  Hall  that  "  she  was  going  away,  and 
^'*>vi.ld  leave  with  her  husband  a  deed  in  blank,  with  her  name 
'''R^Oed  to  it,  for  her  husband  to  dispose  of  as  he  thought  best,  and 
ihut  she  was  willing  that  her  husl)and  should  make  the  trade  if 
^^^   thought  best."     But  the  shop  was  burned  in  Se[)tember,  1877, 
*'*<!  Hall  and  his  wife  say,  in  the  answer,  that  it  was  in  October, 
^^77,  when  the  complainant  spoke  to  Hall  on  the  subject,  so 
^'*^t  if  the  conversation  took  place  in  the  shop,  it  must  have 
*^^^^n  ill  or  before  September,  which  is  prior  to  the  time  mentioned 
^y  Hall  and  his  wife  as  the  time  when,  as  they  say,  the  com- 
plainant first  spoke  to  him  on  the  subject.     But  further :  the 
<**>niplainant  swears  that  she  never  had  any  conversation  with 
Hall  on  the  subject,  and  Crosland  swears  that  it  was  in  Decem- 
^>^r,  1877,  when  the  matter  was  first  spoken  of,  and  then  it  was 
by  Hall  to  him.     The  statement  as  to  the  amount  which  Hall 
nad  received  for  the  half  of  the  royalty  was  an  important  and 
n^terial  representation,  calculated  to  deceive  Crosland  as  to  the 
value  of  that  which  Hall  was  then  proposing  to  give  him  in  ex- 
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change  for  the  property.  The  royalty  was  derived  from  the  sale 
of  the  patented  article,  and  the  amount  which  Hall  had  received 
and  was  then  receiving  was  a  criterion  of  its  value.  That  it  was 
so  intended  ap|>ears  from  Orosland's  testimony,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows :  Hall,  knowing  that  the  Crosland  property  was  for  sale^ 
in  December,  1878,  called  on  Crosland,  on  the  premises,  and 
looked  at  it,  and  inquired  of  Crosland  the  price.  He  was  told 
it  was  $5,000  cash.  He  said  he  did  not  know  whether  his 
family  would  like  to  live  in  the  country  or  not.  Crosland  ex- 
hibited to  him  a  photographic  view  of  the  buildings,  and  Hall 
said  he  would  take  it  home  and  show  it  to  his  family.  A  few 
days  afterwards,  Crosland  saw  him  at  the  post-office,  and  asked 
him  how  his  family  liked  the  place.  He  answered  that  they 
liked  it  very  well,  and  he  said  he  would  go  with  him  and  look 
at  it  again.  They  went  together  to  the  property  accordingly* 
and,  after  Hall  had  examined  it  again,  he  and  Crosland  went 
into  the  house,  and  then  he  proposed  the  exchange  of  the  half 
of  the  patent-right  and  royalty  for  the  property.  Crosland 
swears  that  Hall  then  said  that  he  had  a  proposition  to  make, 
and  on  Crosland's  asking  what  it  was,  he  replied  that  he  ownt^ 
a  royalty  in  a  plaster,  a  galvano-electric  plaster,  which  was  then, 
as  he  said,  being  manufactured  by  a  firm  in  Chicago.  Crosland, 
in  his  testimony,  proceeds  as  follows  : 

"  Said  he,  *  Now  I  will  give  you  one-half  interest  in  it  [the  royalty]  for  this 
property ;  it  will  realize  you  $800  a  year — $200  a  quarter — and  you  will  re- 
ceive it  in  three  days  after  it  is  due  ;  see  what  a  nice  thing  that  will  he  for  you 
and  your  family — and  it  will  get  better  all  the  time ;  the  thing  is  only  in  its 
infancy ;  the  company  has  got  $20,000  invested  in  it,  and  I  would  not  take 
$20,000  to-day  for  the  other  half  of  the  royalty ;  I  assure  you,  Crosland,  I 
would  not  make  you  such  an  offer  as  that  if  I  had  not  got  plenty  to  live 
un  without  it;  I've  got  $3,000  a  year  coming  in  from  other  sources,  and 
I  am  doing  a  deed  of  charity  to  give  you  half  of  the  royalty;  I  don*t 
care  about  a  farm  for  myself;  if  I  make  a  trade  with  you  it  shall  be  for 
my  boys  to  farm  and  keep  them  out  of  mischief;  I  would  build  a  brick 
residence  up  in  the  peach  orchard  for  myself  and  wife,  and  let  the  boys  run 
the  farm ; '  he  said  the  half  of  that  royalty  was  worth  a  hundred  farms ;  I 
said,  *  Mr.  Hall,  are  you  telling  me  the  truth  ?  *  *  Crosland,'  said  he,  *  do  you 
suppose  I  would  tell  you  a  lot  of  lies,  and  rob  you  and  your  children  out  of 
your  little  home  ?  don't  you  know  I  am  a  member  of  the  church,  and  in  good 
standing?'  He  then  held  up  his  hands  as  if  he  were  praying,  and  said,  *AS' 
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Ood  is  my  jodge,  Croeland,  I  wish  He  may  strike  me  dead  if  every  word  I  have 

told  jrou  is  not  tme;  I  am  your  friend  ;  I  am  none  of  your  Vine) and  sharks; 

^hat  I  oflTer  you  will  be  a  living  for  you  and  your  children ;  now,  if  we  make 

such  a  trade,  I  donH  want  you  to  say  a  word  about  it  to  any  one,  and  so  long 

^  yoxi  are  going  to  Australia  with  Mr.  Stiles,  it  is  nobody's  business  ;  there  are 

^^n  in  this  town  [Vineland]  who  envy  me  because  I  can  live  without  work ;  they 

^'o(i]<]  litce  to  know  my  business,  but  I  will  not  tell  it  to  them  ;  now  if  you  will 

<t)ni^  down  town  with  me,  we  will  go  to  E.  M.  Turner's  [Mr.  Turner  was  a  lawyer 

'n  V^'ineland]  office,  and  get  the  thing  fixed  up ; '  I  said  *  Now,  Mr.  Hall,  if 

I  m^l<e  a  trade  with  you,  and  all  is  true  what  you  have  told  me,  how  am  I  to 

^et    t^o  Australia?'  Hall  said,  *I  value  my  royalty  at  $6,000,  and  you  value 

voujr    place  at  $5,500 ;  I'll  lend  you  $500  to  pay  your  way  to  Australia ;  you 

hav^    a  mortgage  on  your  place  for  $400  ;  the  $500  I  lend  you  and  the  $400  on 

the  ^>lace  will  make  $900 ;  now,  Crosland,  I  won't  be  hard  on  you  ;  I  will  give 

yoii     ^B^  gQ^^  chance ;  I  will  let  you  receive  the  royalty  for  two  years — then  the 

^^^■^    I  loan  you  and  the  1400  will  be  stopped  out  of  the  royalty,  and  then  the 

^y^  \  iy  is  yours  again.' " 

C?ro6laud  adds: 

A^ell,  of  course  I  agreed  to  trade  him  ;  he  was  to  give  me  the  $500  when 
^^  ^ot  to  the  house,  or  bring  it  with  him  ;  it  was  to  be  cash  when  the  deed 
^a^    made." 

C>rasland  further  says  that  in  Major  Walker's  office,  when  the 

FI>^rs  were  exchanged,  he  asked  Walker  what  he  thouglit  of 

^"^   trade  he  had  made,  and  Walker  said  that  it  "  was  too  much 

''*^^  a  lottery,  those  patent  plasters,"  and  Hall  replied,  "Major 

^' ^Iker,  I  am  giving  Crosland  what  will  be  a  living  for  himself 

•'"^1   family,  and  it  will  realize  him  from  $300  to  $500  a  quarter;" 

md  Crosland  is,  as  before  stated,  corroborated  on  this  point  by 

-*ts^or  Walker,     Those  statements  made  by  Hall  as  to  the  amount 

^Hich  he  had  derived  and  was  deriving  from  the  half  of  the 

mv'silty  which  he  was  selling  to  Crosland,  were  untrue  to  his 

^ciowledge.     He  had  knowledge  on  the  subject,  and  Crosland 

l»^<i  none,  and  his  asseverations  of  the  truth  of  his  statements 

^'^r€  calcalaterl  and  designed  to  induce  Crosland  to  rely  on  them. 

T-l^e  misrepresentation  was  a  gross  fraud,  and  is  sufficient  ground 

^^T  setting  aside  the  conveyance  and  transfer  of  Mrs.  Crosland's 

property.     Hall  and  his  wife  have  not  attempted  to  show  that 

tHe  half  of  the  royalty  had  any  value  whatever,  but,  on  the  hear- 

^^g»  relied  on  the  want  of  proof  on  the  subject  of  value  or  pro- 
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ductiveness.     But  the  fact  that  he  made  the  statement  in  Major 
Walker's  office,  that  the  half  had  produced  and  was  producing 
him  from  $300  to  $500  a  quarter,  or  from  $1,200  to  $2,000  ii 
year,  is  established,  and  supports  the  testimony  of  Crosland  that 
Hall  told  him  that  he  had  realized  and  was  realizing  from  it 
$800  a  year.     The  bill  alleges  that  the  half  had  nevei'  produced 
as  much  as  even  $200  a  year,  and  the  answer  does  not  deny  it. 
Nor  does  it  deny  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to  the  small  and 
inconsiderable  value  of  the  letters-patent  and  royalty.     The  evi- 
dence shows  gross  and  deliberate  deceit,  with  design  to  circum- 
vent, on  the  part  of  Hall.     It  may  be  added  that  the  bill  alleges 
that  he  had  anticipated  the  royalty  up  to  April  1st,  1879,  al- 
though he  transferred  the  half  of  it,  from  January  1st,  1879,  Uy 
that  date,  to  Crosland,  and  the  answer  does  not  deny  it.     There 
will  be  a  decree  requiring  Hall  and  wife  to  reconvey  the  property^ 
both  real  and  personal,  to  the  complainant,  and  Crosland  will  be 
required,  at  the  same  time,  to  deliver  to  Hall  an  assignment,  duly 
executed,  for  the  interest  in  the  patent-right  and  royalty  &c.  as- 
signed by  Hall  to  him,  and  to  pay  any  royalty  he  may  have  re- 
ceived thereunder.     Hall  and  wife  will  be  required  to  account 
and  pay  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  property,  real  and 
personal,  and  he  will  be  required  to  account  for  and  pay  the  $200 
received  by  him  from  Mr,  Newcomb,  with  interest  thereon.     A>^ 
to  the  amount  due  Mr.  Newcomb  on  his  mortgage,  the  complain- 
ant must  do  equity.      She  must   pay  the  money,  $280,  with 
interest,  advanced  by  him  on  the  security  of  the  assignment  of 
the  mortgage.     Of  that  money,  $80  were  advanced  to  enable 
Crosland  to  make  inquiries,  with  a  view  to  recovering  back  her 
property  if  a  fraud  had  been  committed  by  Hall.    That,  as  well  as 
the  rest  of  the  $280,  was  paid  on  a  mortgage  which  was  givei> 
by  Hall  and  his  wife  on  the  property,  to  which  the  latter  had 
title  by  a  deed  executed  by  the  complainant  and  her  husband^ 
and,  so  far  as  Mr.  Newcomb  knew,  it  was  duly  made  and  exe- 
cuted and  acknowledged.     The  mortgage  was  given  by  Hall  and 
his  wife  to  raise  money  for  them — $200  for  their  own  use  and 
the  rest  to  be  lent  by  them  to  Crosland.     Newcomb  paid  $44.10 
of  the  $200  before  any  notice  not  to  pay  was  given  him,  and  as 
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to  the  rest  he  took  the  advice  of  counsel  before  paying  it.  He 
should  he  protected,  under  the  circumstances,  from  loss  in  the 
setting  aside  of  the  conveyance,  and  he  should  have  his  costs 
payable,  in  the  first  instance,  by  the  complainant,  but  recoverable  . 
by  her  from  Hall.  Hall  will  be  required  to  pay  costs  of  both 
the  complainant  and  Newcomb. 


Thomas  D.  Hoxsey  et  al. 


V. 

Th:e  New  Jersey  Midland  Railway  Company  et  al. 

^^  XB68  and  1869  the  Jfew  Jersey  Western  Railroad  Company,  acting  under 
legislative  authority,  constructed  parts  of  a  railroad  in  this  state,  and  the  com- 
plainants and  others  subscribed  and  paid  for  its  stock.    In  1870  it  was  consol- 
idated vrith  other  railroads,  built  or  to  be  built,  by  an  act  authorizing  compen- 
sation to  guch  stockholders  of  the  New  Jersey  Western  as  were  dissatisfied 
there^itjj^    A  mortgage,  covering  all  the  property  of  the  consolidated  roads, 
^**  given,  and  the  legality  of  the  consolidation  recognized  by  subsequent  leg- 
islation.   Against  some  of  the  defendants  there  appeared  to  be  some  grounds 
fw  applying  for  relief. — Heldy  that  it  cannot  be  satisfactorily  determined,  on 
'he  statements  of  the  bill,  whether  the  complainants  have,  by  acquiescence, 
l<*t  their  rights  as  stockholders,  and  the  demurrer,  being  too  general,  was 
overruled. 


Bill  for  relief  on  geneml  demurrer. 
•Jfr.  /.  W,  Taylor,  for  demurrant, 
^r.  T.  D,  Hoxsey,  for  complainants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  states  that  the  complainants,  Thomas  D.  Hoxsey  and 
'f^hn  C.  Lloyd  (who  exhibit  the  bill  not  only  for  themselves,  hut 
also  in  behalf  of  all  other  stockholders  of  the  New  Jersey  West- 
*ni  Railroad  Company  whose  stock  is  similarly  situated),  own 
oOO  shares  of  the  stock  of  that  company ;  that  the  company  was 
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incoriwrated  iiDcler  a  sj)ecial  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state, 
approved  March  21st,  1867;  that  in  1868  and  1869  it  surveycjd 
and  located  for  itself  the  route  of  a  railroad  from  Hawthorne,  in 
Passaic  county,  to  a  point  at  or  near  Bloomingdale,  in  that 
county,  and  constructed,  or  nearly  constructed,  the  road  so 
located ;  tliat  the  construction  was  hy  means  of  subscriptions, 
among  which  were  those  of  the  complainants  and  the  other  stock- 
holders in  whose  behalf  tlie  bill  is  filed,  to  the  capital  stock  of 
the  company,  duly  made  and  paid  in  for  the  purj)ose;  that  the 
money  received  from  the  suUscriptions  of  those  by  and  for  whom 
the  bill  is  filed  largely  contributed  to  the  work ;  that  in  1870, 
an  act  "to  authorize  the  consolidation  of  the  capital  stock,  prop- 
erty, powers,  privileges  and  franchises  of  the  New  Jersey,  Hud- 
son and  Delaware  Railroad  Company  with  thase  of  the  New 
Jersey  Western  Railroad  Company,  the  Sussex  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  and  the  Hoboken,  Ridgefield  and  Paterson  Railroad 
Company,  or  any  or  either  of  them,"  was  passed  and  approved  ; 
that  it  provided  a  plan  of  consolidation  by  means  of  a  joint 
agreement  of  the  companies  agreeing  to  consolidate,  but  the  bill 
avers  that  no  such  agreement  was  entered  into,  "  by  which  the 
rights  of  the  complainants  as  stockholders  in  the  corporate  rights, 
powers,  property,  privileges  and  franchises  of  the  Western  com- 
pany were  lost  or  8urrendere<l,"  and  that  the  defendants  allege 
that  there  was  a  verbal  agreement  between  the  stockholders  of 
the  Western  company  and  the  new  company,  the  consolidation, 
to  the  effect  that  the  stockholders  of  the  Western  company  were 
to  surrender  their  stock  in  exchange  for  stock  of  some  other 
company  which  would  pay  annual  dividends  of  three  and  a  half 
per  cent.  The  bill,  while  it  denies  that  there  was  any  such 
agreement,  states  that  the  complainants  would  have  accepted 
such  exchange,  but  none  was  ever  effected  or  offered.  It  further 
states,  substantially,  that  the  Midland  company  claims  to  have 
acquired  the  rights,  franchises  and  property  of  the  Western  com- 
pany by  consolidation. 

The  suit  is  brought  to  vindicate  and  establish  the  rights  of  the 
complainants  as  stockholders  of  the  Western  company  in  and  to 
the  property  and  franchises  which  that  company  owned  at  the  time 
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*>f  the  al]^e<1  consolidation.     The  bill  alleges  that  they  have 

•'ever  surrendered  or  lost  their  rights,  but  that,  in  violation  of 

'Ijose  rights,  and  without  any  warrant  of  law  or  any  authority 

^'hatever,   the  franchises  of  the  Western  company  have  been 

"Sfirped,  and  its  pro})erty  taken  into  possession  by  a  company 

<'/aiming  to  be  a  consolidation  of  which  the  Western  company 

^»'as   an  element,  and  that  they  have    never  consented   thereto, 

*''»cl     that  have  not  been  compensated  for  their  stock.     On  the 

^'g'm.mment  of  the  demurrer,  the  only  ground  assigned  was  that 

(he.    <2laim  made  by  the  bill  is  a  stale  one. 

-T'le  act  of  1870,  before  referred  to,  provided  for  consoHda- 

tioizi     by  means  of  a  joint  agreement  for  consolidation  under  the 

cor  j-^orate  seals  of  the  corporations  proposing  to  consolidate,  and 

sub>s:;^ri|)i,)g  tfjg  terms  and  conditions  thereof,  and  the  mode  of 

cai'^T^^iiig  \i  into  effect,  but  the  agreement  of  the  directors  was  not 

to  t>^  deemed  the  agreement  of  the  companies  until  it  should  have 

l)et?m'fc  ratified  or  assented  to  by  such  number  of  the  stockholders 

^*    ^  lie  respective  companies  as  should  represent  three-fourths  of 

^"^      capital  stock   actually  subscribed,  the  ratification  to  be  in 

wr^tiing,  and  signed  by  the  holders  of  the  stock,  or  their  duly 

aut  l:iQi.J2^  agents  or  proxies,  and  acknowledged  or  proved  before 

^"     <i3fBcer  authorized  to  take  the  acknowle<lgments  of  convey- 

ano^^g  of  real  estate.     After  the  making  and  ratification  of  such 

^S^"^^^meiit,  and  the  filing  of  a  duplicate  or  counterpart  thereof 

"*    ^lenecretary  of  state's  office,  and  immediately  upon  and  after 

^"^    tfrst  election  of  directors  by  the  consolidated  company,  the 

^-'o^^^solidation  was  to  take  effect.     The  act  provided  that  the  new 

^'^^pany  should  be  known  as  the  New  Jersey  Midland  Railway 

^^^^Jjany,  and  should  succeed  to  the  powers,  privileges,  frian- 

*'"**Mejj,  obligations  and  liabilities  of  the  companies  consolidated, 

^»^t  all  contracts  made  with  either  of  the  companies  should  be 

r^*^crmed  and  discharged  by  the  consolidated  company,  and  that 

'^^^   proj)erty,  real,  personal  and  mixed,  and  all  debts  due  on  what- 

€^'^r  account,  as  well  as  of  stock  subscriptions  and  other  things 

^*^  action  l)elonging  to  the   corporations,  should  Ik?   taken  and 

^»^ined  to  be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  consolidated  com- 

pany^  without  farther  act  or  deed ;  and  that  all  ])roperty,  rights 

I  of  >vay,  and  all  and  every  other  interest,  should  l»e  as  effectually 
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the  profierty  of  the  New  Jeree^*  Midland  Railway  Com  pan  v,  as 
tliey  were  of  the  former  oorporatioos  |iarties  to  the  agiBement. 
The  act  provides  for  the  oondemnation,  oo  doe  oompensatioDy  of 
the  stock  of  any  stockholder  who  should  dissent  from  the  agree- 
ment, the  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  consolidated  company ; 
and  thereupon  and  thereby  tiie  stock  condemned  was  to  be  sur- 
rendered and  assigned  to  it.  The  bill  states  tliat  the  defendants 
claim  that  a  consoli<lation  was  duly  effected,  and  tlie  complain- 
antSy  while  they  admit  tliat  proceedings  looking  to  a  consolida- 
tion were  taken,  deny  that  such  proceedings  were  in  anywise 
valid  as  against  them  as  stockholders  of  the  Wef^tem  company. 
They  insist,  too,  that  the  mortgages  (made  in  1870, 1871  and 
1873)  given  by  the  Midland  company,  and  which  covered  the 
Western  road,  were  not  valid  as  against  them  or  their  rights,  as 
stockholders  in  the  property  which  was  of  the  Western  com|)any, 
and  that  the  decree  in  foreclosure  thereof'  does  not  afiect  their 
rights  as  such  stockhcilders,  because  they  were  not  permitted  to 
litigate  their  rights  therein.  They  allege  that  though  the  mort- 
gaged property  was  sold  under  the  foreclosure  by  the  master,  yet 
it  was  under  protest  from  them,  and  an  assertion  by  them  of 
their  rights  to  it.  The  bill  is  filed  to  com{)el  the  payment  of  the 
claim  of  the  complainants  and  others,  as  l)efore  mentioned,  for 
their  stock,  before  i)068ession  is  given  under  the  master's  sale, 
and  to  that  end  prays  an  injunction.  It  also  prays  a  decree  that 
the  defendants  be  required  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  par  value 
of  the  stock,  and  interest  thereon,  and  it  prays  general  relief, 
also.  The  defendants  are  Oscar  Keen,  the  master  to  whom  the 
execution  for  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  was  directed  an<l 
delivered,  and  by  whom  they  were  sold ;  the  New  Jersey  Mid- 
land Railway  Company;  Garret  A.  Hobart,  receiver  of  that 
com|mny ;  Greorge  S.  Coe,  George  Opdyke  and  Abram  S.  Hew- 
itt, trustees ;  Jabez  P.  Pennington,  trustee ;  Grarret  A.  Hobart 
and  John  W.  McCullough,  receivers;  Abram  S.  Hewitt,  again, 
as  trustee,  and  Charles  Parsons.  All  of  them,  except  Mr.  Hew- 
itt, have  demurred.  It  does  not  appear  by  the  bill  why  some  of 
them  were  made  parties. 

So  far  as  the  injunction  is  concerned,  the  relief  sought  would 
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oot    be  granted.     The   complainaDts   have  stood  by  for  many 
years  and  have  taken  no  action  to  protect  their  claims  as  stock- 
holders.    Not  only  have  the  mortgages  mentioned  in  the  bill, 
amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $14,500,000,  been  given  on  the 
property  of  the  Midland  company,  including  in  it  the  Western 
road^  but  the  l^islature  has,  by  public  act,  distinctly  and  ex- 
pressly recognized  the  validity  of  the  consolidation  (P.  L.  of  1871 
p*  ^093),  and  otherwise  recognized  the  existence  of  the  consoli- 
dated company  as  a  corporation.    (P.  L.  of  1872  pp,  890, 92^  ;  P. 
-^-  o/"  1873  p.  969.)     Under  such  circumstances,  and  after  such 
Apparent  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  complainants  for  so  long 
a  time,  the  decree  in  the  foreclosure  proceedings  would  be  executed, 
i^ot  withstanding  their  claim,  and  the  purchaser  under  the  execu- 
tiou    i^ould  be  put  in  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

But  whether  the  complainants  have  absolutely  lost  all  their 
^^gl  ^  ts  as  stockholders  by  acquiescence  or  not,  cannot  be  satisfac- 
torily determined  on  the  statements  of  the  bill,  even  with  the  aid 
^^  ^te  acts  of  the  legislature  just  mentioned.  No  relief  could 
"^S'xanted  against  Charles  Parsons  or  Jabez  Pennington  on  the 
""^  ^  for  it  does  not  ai)pear  why  they  are  made  parties;  nor 
^*  »ist  the  trustees  under  the  mortgages,  or  the  receivers,  for 
the^*^  is  no  ground  laid  for  it  in  the  bill.  But  there  appears  to 
^  ^  ground  of  relief,  on  the  statements  of  the  bill,  against  the 
^*^  land  company. 
^*^lie  demurrer  is  too  extensive.     It  will,  therefore,  be  over- 


T^^^^  U^^TED  New  Jersey  Railroad  and  Canal  Com- 
pany et  al. 

V. 

The  Standard  Oil  Company  et  al. 

A.  foreign  corporation,  without  any  authority  whatever,  laid  a  pipe  for  trans- 
porting oil  QQ  ti^Q  bottom  of  a  navigable  river,  on  lands  belonging  to  the  state, 
and  Qndemeath  a  draw-bridge  of  complainant.    At  that  point  the  channel  was 
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HO  deep  and  wide  as  that  tlie  laying  of  the  pipe  there  would  not  interfere  with 
the  bridge,  A  preliminary  injunction  to  prevent  such  pipe-laying  waa  denied, 
because, 

(1)  The  pipe  had  been  laid  before  the  application  for  the  injunction  was 
made. 

(2)  The  lands  where  the  pipe  crosses  the  bridge  belong  to  the  state,  and  the 
complainants  have  no  legislative  authority  to  reclaim  them. 

(3)  The  pipe,  as  laid,  does  not  interfere  with  or  obstruct  the  maintenance 
and  operation  of  the  draw-bridge  nor  any  lawful  filling. 

(4)  The  complainant's  franchise  of  carrying  oil  is  not  exclusive,  and  there- 
fore does  not  prevent  any  other  company  from  doing  so,  if  not  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  company's  franchise,  much  less  so  when  it  appears  the  defendants 
intend  to  transport  only  their  own  oil. 


Bill  for  relief  on  bill  and  answer  and  affidavits  &c.  Motion 
for  preliminary  injunctions. 

Mr.  L  W.  Scudder,  for  complainant. 

Mr.  R.  Gilchrist  and  Mr.  A.  P.  Whiteheady  of  New  York,  for 
defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainants,  the  United  New  Jersey  Railroad  and  Canal 
Company  and  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  ask  for  a 
preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants,  the  Standard 
Oil  Company,  a  foreign  corporation,  and  certain  persons  who  are 
acting  for  that  company  in  the  matter,  from  "  interfering,  or  in  any 
way  attempting  to  interfere,  with  the  complainants,  by  laying  any 
pipe,  either  on  or  over  or  under  the  railroad  tracks  of  the  com- 
plainants on  the  draw  of  their  railroad  bridge  over  the  Hacken- 
sack  river,  or  in  any  manner,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  such 
pipes,  interfering  with  or  occupying  the  railroad  tracks  or  other 
property  of  the  complainants,  and  from  laying  pipes  in  the 
Hackensack  river  under  or  over  the  before-mentioned  bridge, 
or  through,  along,  under  or  over  the  draw  therein,  and  from 
laying  any  pipes  on  land  under  tide- water  in  that  river,  and  from 
flowing  oil  in  the  pipes  already  laid  by  them." 
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The  grounds  of  the  complaint  are  that  the  defendants  have^ 
a^5^inst  the  protest  of  the  complainants,  and  by  forcible  persist- 
er^<«,  laid  a  six-inch  iron  pipe  in  the  channel  of  the  Hackensaok 
'er,  under  the  draw  of  the  railroad  bridge  of  the  complainants, 
xroQgh  which  pipe  the  oil  company  intends  (and  such  is  the 
■  Tpose  for  which  the  pipe  is  laid)  to  convey  oil  from  the  mil- 
id  of  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western  Railroad  Com- 
p^^.  :iiy,  at  or  near  Snake  Hill,  in  Jersey  City,  to  the  works  of  the 
oi  1    company  at  Constable's  Hook,  in  the  city  of  Bayonne ;  and 
thm  ^  complainants  claim  that  the  pipe,  though  laid  in  the  channel 
o:^^     the  river,  which  is  navigable  tide- water  there,  is  laid  on  land 
^^  l^ich  they  own,  or  to  which  they  have  some  claim  of  title,  and 
al^so  that  the  purpose  is,  in  view  of  their  own  rights,  an  unlawful 
oKzm.^,  viz.  to  carry  oil,  which  the  complainants  have  a  franchise  to 
c^^rry,  for  tolls;  in  the  exercise  of  which  franchise  they  insist 
tV:^  ^y  ought  to  be  protected. 

3n  the  case  presented,  the  complainants  do  not  appear  to  be 
ecm  titled  to  the  injunction. 

In  the  first  place,  the  pipe  was  already  laid  when  the  bill  was 
fi^ed,  and  there  is  therefore  no  ground  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
st x^jn  the  defendants  from  laying  it.    It  is  laid  on  the  bottom  of 
tVie  river,  in  the  channel,  where  tiie  water  is  at  least  twenty  feet 
Aeep  at  low  tide.     It  is  capable  of  being  moved  twenty  feet  or 
"iore  laterally  each  way,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  driving 
^^  any  piles  or  building  any  abutments  by  the  complainants 
which  might  be  requisite  or  proper  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
bridge.    It  can  be  raised  or  lowered,  as  occasion  may  require, 
8Qd  will  in  no  wise  interfere  with  any  filling  where  it  is  laid, 
^ough  the  complainants  make  positive  claim  of  title  to  the 
land  whereon  the  pipe  is  laid,  the  claim  is  not  sustained,  but, 
^  the  contrary,  it  appeai-s  that  the  land  is  the  property  of  the 
»^ate.    The   act  of  1869  (P.  i.  of  1869  p.  1026),  under  which 
the  complainants  assert  a  right  to  it,  authorizes  the  United  Com- 
panies to  reclaim  and  to  erect  wharves  and  other  improvements 
in  front  of  any  lands  then  owned  by,  or  in  trust  for,  them,  or 
either  of  them,  or  which  were  held  by  any  company  in  which 
™y  had  the  controlling  interest,  adjoining  the  Kill  von  Kull  or 
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any  ocWr  li^t^w^ren  of  chi^  «tate«  and  to  have^  hold,  possess 
an<I  eojov  the  some  a^  owners  thereof,  when  90  reclaimed  and 
improvfrd  ;  provided  ^och  Impn^vement  ^hoald  be  sal^ect  to  the 
rv^i latKifMf  where  applicable,  of  the  riparian  comniia6ioners  as 
Vf  the  line  of  v>Iid  filling  and  pier  lines ;  and  that  ther  shoald 
pay  into  ttie  trea^arr  of  the  state  a  designated  saoi  of  money  for 
the  privilege,  and  should  file,  in  the  secretary  of  state's  office,  on 
or  Fjeff>re  a  designated  day,  a  map  and  description  of  the  lands 
under  water  in  front  of  the  upland  before  referreil  to.  Neither 
in  terms  nor  by  implication  did  thU  act  give  the  companies  any 
title  or  claim  to  the  land  cmder  the  channel  of  the  river,  but  the 
title  thereto  <ill  remainel  in  the  state.  The  state  is  not  here 
complaining  of  any  purpresture,  and  the  complainants  show  no 
special  damage  arising  to  them  from  the  laying  or  continuance 
of  the  pi(>e  in  the  channel.  They  liave  no  claim  to  an  injunc- 
tion on  this  ground.  The  defentlaiits  do  not  appear  to  have 
lieen  guilty  of  even  a  trespass  upon  the  property  of  the  com- 
plainants. 

But  the  r'omplainants  insist  that  they  are  entitled  to  the  in- 
junction on  the  ground  of  an  unlawful  interference  with  their 
franchise  to  trans|)ort  go<xl3  for  tolls  on  their  railroads.  This 
claim  may  Ije  briefly  disposed  of.  In  the  first  place,  their 
franchise  obviously  cannot  \ye  construed  into  a  monopoly  of 
trans|Hjrtation,  so  as  to  exclude  all  competition,  by  whatever 
means,  in  the  transportation  of  go<x]s  for  hire;  and,  in  the  next 
place,  it  may  be  added  (though  that  is  not  material  iu  this  case), 
the  object  of  the  oil  company  appears  to  be  the  conveyance,  by 
means  of  the  pipe,  of  its  own  goods  alone. 

The  oil  com|>any  is,  as  before  stated,  a  foreign  corporation.  It 
appears  to  have  acted,  in  laying  the  pi|)e  in  the  river,  entirely 
without  authority.  Indeed,  it  does  not  pretend  to  have  had  any. 
The  case  presented,  however,  does  not,  as  before  shown,  warrant 
the  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction.  It  will  be  denied, 
but,  under  the  circumstances,  without  costs 
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Tjhjs  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  et  al. 

V. 

The  Standard  Oil  Company  et  al. 

A  lt«r  complainants  had  constructed  their  railroad  tracks  through  a  dty,  part 
of    tlie  lands  which  its  tracks  traversed  was  condemned  by  the  city,  in  order 
to  cross  them  with  a  street.    This  necessitated  a  bridge,  which  was  sixteen  feet 
above  the  tracks.    The  bridge,  although  built  by  the  company,  was  paid  for  by 
the  city.    Subsequently,  the  defendants,  by  virtue  of  a  resolution  passed  by  the 
city  a,tithorities.  laid  a  pipe  for  transporting  oil  along  and  underneath  the  sur- 
face of  the  street,  and  crossed  complainants'  tracks  at  and  on  a  level  with,  and 
alongside  of^  the  bridge.     A  preliminary  ii\junction  to  prevent  such  crossing, 
»Ppli^^  for  by  the  railroad  company  and  its  receiver  appointed  by  this  court, 
'•'as  r^insed,  because, 

(O      The  pipe  had  been  laid  before  the  application  for  the  injunction  was 

i^)  *To  justify  its  allowance,  there  is  shown  no  irreparable  injury,  either 
from  leakage  of  the  oil  to  be  transported,  which  is  highly  inflammable,  or  in- 
terfer-i^QQQ  with  the  elevation  of  the  bridge,  if  complainants  desire  to  raise  it. 

(3/      The  complainants  have  no  monopoly  in  carrying  oil,  and  henoe  cannot 
object    to  lawful  competition. 

v^/      ^0  contempt  towards  this  court  appears  by  defendants*  action. 


1  for  relief.     On  bill  and  answer  and  affidavits.     Order  to 
sho^^    cause  why  injunction  should  not  issue. 

\  B,  WiUiamaon  and  Mr.  B,  Gummere,  for  complainants. 

'.  JB.  Oikhiist  and  Mr,  A.  P.  Whitehead,  of  New  York,  for 
defe^jants. 

^>iE  Chancellor. 

^^e  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  became  the 

owner,  by  purchase,  of  a  tract  of  land,  which  it  bought  for  the 

p^poses  of  its  road  and  business,  and  over  which  its  tracks  were 

\aid  through  the  city  of  Bayonne.     When  it  bought  the  land,  it 

took  title  in  fee.     Streets  had  been,  by  due  authority,  laid  out 

over  it  by  mapping.     It  built  its  road  over  it,  and  at  the  place 
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where  Thirtieth  street,  as  laid  on  the  ma|),  crcx^sed  it.  The 
ixwd  was  constructed  in  a  cut.  The  city  subsequently  took,  by 
condemnation,  |>art  of  the  land  of  the  railroad  company  for  that 
street.  A  bridge  was  necessary  at  the  crossing  over  the  railroad, 
which  at  that  place  was  about  sixteen  feet  below  the  grade  of  the 
.*-treet.  The  railroad  company  built  the  bridge,  but  was  allowed 
for  the  cost  of  it  in  the  assessment  u|K)n  it,  for  the  benefits  of  the 
street  to  its  land  not  taken.  By  its  charter  it  was  bound,  as  is 
now  claimed  in  its  behalf,  to  build  the  bridge.  After  the  bridge 
was  built,  the  Standard  Oil  Company,  a  foreign  corporation, 
obtained  permission  (granted  by  resolution)  from  the  city  to  lay 
pipes  in  the  street.  The  pipes  were  to  be  part  of  a  line  which  it 
projHJsed  to  lay  for  a  conduit  for  oil  from  the  Erie  railroad  at 
Snake  Hill,  in  Jersey  City,  to  the  oil  company's  works  at  Con- 
stable's Hook,  in  Bayonne.  It  neither  obtained  nor  asked  for 
any  j)ermis8ion,  either  of  the  railroad  company  or  of  the  receiver 
thereof  ai)i)ointed  by  this  court  on  proceedings  in  insolvency, 
who  was  in  jyossession  of  and  o})eratiiig  the  road,  under  the  order 
of  this  court ;  and  it  had  no  authority  from  the  legislature  in  the 
premises;  but  claiming,  or  acting  on  the  assumption,  that  tlio 
bridge  was  part  of  the  street,  and  neither  having  nor  professing 
to  have  any  authority  except  that  derived  from  the  municipal 
authorities  of  Bayonne,  it  laid  pipes  (six  inches  in  diameter)  at 
and  alongside  of  the  bridge,  but,  as  it  insists,  not  supporting 
them  thereon  or  thereby,  and  when  the  bill  was  filed,  it  main- 
tained, or  was  in  the  attitude  of  maintaining,  the  pipes  there  bv 
forcible  resistance  against  the  receiver  of  the  railroad  company. 
The  complainants,  the  railroad  company  and  the  receiver,  invoke 
the  protection  of  this  court  against  this  action  of  the  oil  company 
in  laying  and  maintaining  the  pipes,  and,  to  that  end,  ask  for  a 
preliminary  injunction.  They  base  their  claim  to  this  relief  on 
the  ground  of  irreparable  injury,  insisting  that  the  oil  company 
had  no  lawful  authority  to  lay  the  pijies,  because,  as  they  urge, 
in  the  first  plac*,  the  city  could  give  it  no  right  to  do  so,  and,  in 
the  next  place,  if  the  city  had  the  power,  it  could  not  give  the 
authority  by  resolution,  but  must  do  so  by  ordinance;  and, 
further,  that  the  oil  Gom|)any  is  unlawfully,  and  by  mere  usurpa- 


ff&TEW.]  OCTOBER  TERM,  1880.  129 


Central  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Standard  Oil  Co. 


tion,  imposing  upon  the  bridge,  which  the  railroad  company 
claims  to  own,  or  the  place  where  the  pipe  is  laid,  a  servitude  at 
once  unauthorized,  inconvenient  and  dangerous,  and  an  unwar- 
rantable invasion  and  usurpation  of  the  rights  and  pro|>erty  of 
the  railroad  company,  and  that,  too,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  oil  company  to  compete  with  the  railroad  company  in  the 
exercise  and  enjoyment  of  its  franchise  in  the  transportation  of 
oil  for  tolls  over  its  road,  or,  at  least,  to  deprive  it  of  tolls  which 
it  would  otherwise  get  (and  to  which  it  has  a  right)  by  such 
transportation.  It  is  also  urged  that  the  action  of  the  defend- 
ants in  digging  through  the  abutments  of  the  bridge  and  laying 
the  pipes  without  permission  of  this  court  (in  whose  hands,  as 
before  mentioned,  the  railroad  company's  property  and  afiairs 
were  and  are),  was  a  contempt  of  court,  and  ought  to  be  charac- 
terized and  dealt  with  accordingly. 

The  oil  company,  on  the  other  hand,  insists  that  the  municipal 
government  had  authority  to  empower  it  to  lay  the  pipe  in  the 
street,  and  it  contends  that  the  bridge  is  part  of  the  street ;  and 
in  this  connection,  it  further  claims  that  the  city,  under  its  charter, 
by  the  condemnation  proceedings,  acquired  the  fee  of  the  land 
taken  from  the  railroad  company  for  the  street,  and  not  merely  a 
right  to  use  it  for  the  purposes  of  a  highway. 

The  railroad  company  was,  by  its  charter,  when  it  built  the 
bridge,  bound  to  "  construct  and  keep  in  repair  good  and  suf- 
ficient bridges  or  passages  over  or  under  its  railroads  where  any 
public  or  other  road  should  cross  them,  so  that  the  passage  of 
carriages,  horses  and  cattle  should  not  be  impeded  thereby  "  (P. 
i.  0/  I847  p.  1S3  §  9)]  and  the  complainants  insist  that  the 
bridge  was  built  by  the  railroad   company  under  its  statutory 
^Wigation  to  construct  and  maintain  it.     But  it  appears  that, 
though  built  by  it,  it  was,  in  fact,  paid  for  by  the  city,  and  the 
'iftfeidants  claim  that  therefore  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  prop- 
erty of  the  city,  and,  as  such,  subject  to  its  use  as  part  of  the 
'^^^t,  for  reasonable,  lawful    municipal   servitudes   and   uses. 
They  also  claim  that  the  city,  by  the  condemnation,  obtained  a 
'^gnt  to  Qse  the  air  space  above  the  railroad  for  such  purposes. 
The  dty,  by  its  proceedings  for  opening  the  street,  condemned 
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land  crossing  the  railroad  to  the  full  width  of  the  street.  The 
street  appears  to  be  of  the  width  of  eighty  feet,  of  which  forty- 
eight  are  devoted  to  travel  by  vehicles  and  the  rest  to  use  as 
sidewalks.  The  bridge  is  of  the  width  of  fifty  feet.  If  the 
t'ity  is  to  l)e  held  to  have  acquired  by  tlie  condemnation  only  the 
right  to  a  convenient  crossing  for  travel,  obviously  it  must  be 
held  to  have  acquired  nothing  more  than  the  railroad  company 
was,  by  its  charter,  bound  to  furnish. 

The  defendants,  as  before  stated,  insist  that,  by  the  condemna- 
tion, the  city  acquired  a  fee  in  the  land  condemned.     By  the 
original  charter,  which  was  granted  in  1869  (P.  i.  of  1869  p, 
J98),  it  was  provided   that  on  condemnation  the  land  should 
vest  in  the  city,  and  by  the  supplement  (api)roved  March  28lh, 
1 873)  to  the  act  revising  the  charter  (P.  i.  of  ISTJ  p.  469\  it 
was  enacted    that,  on   condemnation,  the  fee  simple   should   be 
vested  in  it;  and  the  defendants  claim  that,  notwithstanding  the 
proceedings  for  condemnation  were  begun  before  the  passage  of 
the  latter  act,  yet  it,  by  relation  back,  gave  the  city  a  fee  in  the 
laud  condemned.    But  apart  from  the  obvious  question  raised  by 
the  mere  statement  of  this  claim,  it  is  to  be  remarked  that  tiie* 
claim  to  a  fee  in  the  land  in  question  is  in  direct  contrariety  to 
the  adjudication  of  the  supreme  court  in  N,  J,  Soutiieni  R.  R^ 
Co.  v.  Long  Branch  Comm^rSy  10  Vr,  ^8,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  a  municipal  corporation  under  a  condemnation  for  a  street 
across  a  railroad    track,  acquires   only  a   right  of  way;    and^^ 
according  to  the  doctrine  of  that  case,  the  contrariety  woulc^ 
still  exist,  though  it  be  conceded  that  the  provision  of  the  sup  — 
]>lement  of  1873,  before  referred  to,  though  posterior  in  date  t<^ 
the  beginning  of  the  proceedings  therein,  ai)plies  to  the  corm 
dem nation  under  consideration. 

Whether  the  city  has  the  right  to  use  the  space  above  tl^-^ 
railroad    for  any  other  purpose  than  travel  by  means  of 
bridge,  is  a  question  in  dispute  between  the  parties. 

It  is  urged  by  the  complainants,  however,  that  the  supre 
court  has  decided  that  a  municipality  cannot  impose  on  the  l8i,r=^ 
taken  for  its  streets  any  uses  or  servitudes  except  those  sanctiozi  ^ 
by  law  or  custom,  and  that  therefore  it  is  established  that    1-    ^ 
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l^!«a.  *^k^e  given  to  the  oil  company  in  this  case,  even  though  it  had 
^>^^"^^^i  by  ordinance,  instead  of  resolution,  was  unauthorized, 
tut  a  still  further  question  is  raised  :  The  revised  charter  of  the 
^^  (P.  L.  of  1872  p.  686)  confers  })ower  (p.  704-)  on  the  raunici- 
authorities  to  regulate  the  manufacture  and  keeping  of 
powder,  petroleum,  fireworks  and  all  other  dangerous  and 
bustible  articles,  and  the  defendants  insist  that,  under  this 
'er,  tlie  city  has  a  right,  with  a  view  to  public  protection,  to 
lorize  the  transportation  of  petroleum  through  the  city  by 
D8  of  underground  pipes,  and,  to  that  end,  to  give  the  use 
the  streets,  or  parts  of  them,  for  the  purpose.  It  is  enough 
the  present  purpose  to  say  that  a  question  of  construction  is 
B  presented.  The  complainants'  asserted  right,  on  which  the 
Mn  to  relief  by  injunction  is  founded,  is  in  dispute. 
»ut  if  the  city  has  neither  any  right,  nor  even  any  shadow  of 
^S«^t,  under  its  charter,  to  authorize  the  laying  of  the  pipes, 
^^^:i  the  action  of  the  defendants  is  unwarranted,  and  is  a  tres- 
i,  and  equity  will  not  interfere  by  preliminary  injunction,  in 
of  trespass,  except  where  irreparable  injury  is  threatened. 
^  is  established  in  this  state  that  a  preliminary  injunction  will 
'cr  be  onlered  unless  from  the  pressure  of  an  urgent  necessity, 
'^^  to  prevent  what,  in  equity,  is  regarded  as  irreparable  damage. 
^^isms  Coach  Co,  v.  Camden  Horse  R,  R,  Co,j  2  Slew.  Eq,  299, 
*-  **  that  case  the  following  language  of  Chancellor  Williamson, 
^ne  «l(ler,  is  quoted  with  approval : 

**  Ao  injanction  ooght  not  to  be  allowed  in  all  cases  of  trespass,  nor  to  pro- 

^*^t   penons  in  the  enjoyment  of  every  right.    The  court  always,  to  restrain  a 

^'^eapasser,  expects  a  strong  case  of  destruction  or  irreparable  mischief  to  be 

*>^ade  out,  or  that  the  trespass  should  have  so  long  continued  as  to  become  a 

tiuiaaoce.    A  perseverance  in  committing  acts  of  trespass  is  not  sufficient/' 

^  the  case  of  Citizens  Coach  Co,  v.  Canulen  Horse  R.  R.  Co., 

^^  preliminary  injunction  complained  of,  the  onler  for  which 

^88  reversed,  was  issued   to  restrain  the  coach   company  from 

^^*Dg  the  complainant's  railroad  tracks,  in  competition  with  it 

*^  the  business  of  carrying  passengers,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
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franchise.     Such  injury  was  held  by  the  appellate  tribunal  not 
to  be  of  a  character  to  warrant  interim  interference. 

This  case  presents  no  condition  of  circumstances  demanding, 
by  reason  of  the  threatened  infliction  of  irreparable  injury,  the 
intervention  of  this  court  at  this  stage.  The  pipes  had  been  laid 
when  the  bill  was  filed.  The  allegation  of  danger  from  fire,  in 
view  of  the  leakage  of  oil  from  the  pipes,  and  the  highly  inflam- 
mable nature  of  the  substance^  is  met  by  proof  that  there  is  no 
danger,  and  the  offer  to  make  all  such  appliances  to  protect  the 
complainants  against  the  possibility  of  injury  from  leakage  of  the 
pipes  as  this  court  may  direct. 

It  is  suggested  by  the  complainants  that  the  existence  of  the 
pipes  will  be  an  obstruction  and  impediment  to  raising  the 
bridge  (which,  it  is  said,  is  contemplated,  and  which  they  allege 
is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  lives  of  brakenien  on  their 
freight  cars),  and  perhaps  prevent  it  entirely.  But  in  that  view, 
suffering  the  pii>es  to  remain  where  they  have  been  put,  and  per- 
mitting them  to  be  used,  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  irreparable 
injury,  for  this  court  can  provide  for  that  contingency,  if  need 
be,  when  occasion  requires. 

The  oil  company  insists  that  the  pipes  are  not  supported  by 
the  bridge,  and  that  if  the  bridge  were  removed  they  would  still 
stand  in  place.  Whether  they  in  anywise  depend  on  the  bridge 
for  support,  is  at  most  a  subject  of  dispute. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  object  of  the  laying  of  the  pipes  is  to 
deprive  the  complainants  of  part  of  their  business,  and  so  to  di- 
minish the  value  of  their  franchise  to  trans[K)rt  goods  for  tolls, 
inasmuch  as  the  oil  company  intends,  by  means  of  the  pipes,  t«> 
transport  oil  for  itself,  and  may  intend  also  to  transport  it  by 
this  means  for  others. 

The  complainants  have  no  claim  to  a  preliminary  injuncti(»n 
on  this  ground.  In  the  first  place,  the  case  just  cited  {CStizeikit 
Coach  Co,  V.  Caniden  Horse  R.  R,  Co.)  would  seem  to  be  con- 
clusive authority  on  this  point.  And,  in  the  next  place,  they 
have  no  monopoly  of  transporting  goods  or  passengers  for  tolls 
by  all  means  whatever,  and,  of  course,  they  have  no  claim  to 
protection  against  lawful  competition. 
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will  not  be  out  of  place  to  remark,  though  my  conclusion 
in  nc3  wise  rests  upon  it,  that  the  oil  company  denies  that  it  in- 
teiYc5ls  to  transport  goods  for  others  by  means  of  the  pipe,  but 
al  i^^^^es  that  it  intends  to  transport  only  its  own  goods  thereby, 
and  ^at,  most  manifestly,  cannot  be  construed  into  an  invasion 
of    ^ny  franchise  of  the  complainants. 

-A^^  to  the  imputed  contempt,  the  defendants  do  not  appear  to 
ha^'v^^  been  actuated  by  any  disposition  to  contemn  or  disregard 
th^    ;f>ower  or  dignity  of  this  court. 

C^Kn  the  ground,  then,  that  there  is  no  necessity  or  ground  for 

ioti^x-im  interference,  and  without  passing  upon  the  disputed  ques- 

t**^^t^^,  except  as  to  the  right  of  the  complainants  to  monopoly  of 

^''^*^»portation  by  all  ways  or  means,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

4)rd^«r  to  show  cause  should  be  discharged,  but,  under  the  circum- 

3,  it  will  be  without  costs. 


Eliza  A.  Danseb 

V. 

William  Warw^ick. 

'*  A.  ralid  truiit  of  personal  property  may  be  created  bv  mere  spoken  words, 
'•***  pvt>f ed  by  parol  evidence. 

^  <A.  valid  trust  of  a  mortgage  debt  may  be  created  by  parol,  for  though  a 
y^  tKiu  created  will  not  pass  any  interest  in  the  land  held  in  pledge,  yet  it 
^B<^^^  as  to  the  debt,  and  will  entitle  the  ceMui  que  truat  to  the  payment  of  his 
"***  Out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  land. 


^^  final  hearing  on  bill,  answer  and  proofs  taken  before  a 
master. 

ifr.  George  C.  Beekman,  for  complainant. 
-Mr.  Joel  Parkei'f  for  defendant. 
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The  Vice-Chancellor. 

^The  complainant  is  the  widow  of  David  C.  Danser.  She  seeks 
to  have  a  parol  trust  established  and  enforced  against  the  defend- 
ant. She  alleges  that  her  husband^  some  months  before  his 
death,  assigned  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  controversy  to  the  de- 
fendant, upon  a  parol  trust  or  understanding  that  he  would  forth- 
with, or  by  a  short  day,  transfer  them  to  her.  The  transfer  to  the 
defendant  was  intended  to  l)e  merely  a  step  in  vesting  her  with 
title.  The  assignment  to  the  defendant  bears  date  February  Ist^ 
1875.  and  Danser  died  on  tlie  13th  day  of  the  following  Septem- 
ber, j  The  bond  and  mortgage  were  in  Danser's  possession  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  have  since  then  been  constantly  in  the 
possession  of  the  complainant.  The  defendant  has  never  asked 
for  them,  nor  attempted  to  get  possession  of  them.  A  month  or 
six  weeks  prior  to  Danser's  death,  the  defendant  directed  an  as- 
signment to  be  drawn  to  the  complainant,  stating  to  the  person 
to  whom  he  gave  the  direction  that  he  must  draw  it  for  Danser, 
who  would  pay  him.  He,  at  the  same  time,  said  *it  was  right 
that  the  old  lady — referring  to  the  complainant — should  have  the 
bond  and  mortgage.  \^  Danser,  at  this  time,  was  prostrated  by  the 
disease  which  shortly  afterwards  caused  his  death.  The  defend- 
ant did  not  remain  to  execute  the  assign  ment,  but  said  he  would 
return  soon  and  do  soj  He  did  not  return  that  day.  He  was 
subsequently  informed,  on  two  or  three  difiFerent  occasions,  while 
Danser  was  living,  that  the  assignment  had  been  drawn  aud  was 
ready  for  execution.  On  each  occasion  he  said  he  had  forgotten 
or  neglected  to  execute  it,  but  would  call  soon  and  do  so.  He 
never  fulfilled  his  promise.  Two  or  three  weeks  after  Danser's 
death,  he  called  for  the  assignment  Danser  had  made  to  him, 
and  which  he  had  left  when  he  gave  direction  for  the  draft  of 
the  one  to  the  complainant,  and  stated  that  he  meant  to  do  what 
was  right  about  the  matter,  but  he  would  not  execute  the  assign- 
ment to  the  complainant  until  things  were  fixed  up;  Danser 
owed  him.  He  took  both  {mpers  and  has  never  executed  the  as- 
signment to  the  complainant. 

This  narrative  comprises  only  those  facts  which  are  not  dv^ 
puted  by  either  party. 
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lie  defendant  denies  that  the  mortgage  was  transferred  to  him 

siil>J^'t  to  a  trust,  but  says,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  assignment 

wsk^      made  to  satisfy  a  promissory  note  he  held  against  Danser, 

O£>on  which  there  was  due  $2,000  of  principal  and  a  year  and  six 

or  fi»^ven  months'  interest.     His  explanation  of  the  [)reparation, 

by    l:kis  direction,  of  an  assignment  to  the  complainant  is  this:  he 

some  time  after  the  execution  of  the  assignment  to  hira,  ho 

Gained  that  the  person  who  made  the  mortgage  had  no  title 

o^    ^r"»^cord  for  the  mortgaged  premises ;  that  he  went  at  once  to 

A^^i'fcsaerand  told  him  he  had  swindled  him,  and  that  if  he  did 

not    "t^ke  the  mortgage  back  he  would  make  him.     He  says  that 

I^risa^r  replied  that  the  mortgagor's  title  was  all  right,  but  if  ht? 

^^^    clissatisfieil  he  would  pay  him  his  debt,  or  give  him  anirther 

^^^^^I'ity,  and  he  could  then  re-assign  the  mortgage.     He  further 

^^y^   that  it  was  ultimately  arranged  that  Danser  should  have  two 

^^^t gages,  which  were  then   liens  on   his   lands,  canceled,  and 

^^^^laie  a  mortgage  thereon  to  him,  and  he  was  then  to  assign 

t«e  nnortgage  in  controversy  to  the  complainant.     He  says  it  was 

a|xer  this  scheme  had  been  agreed  upon  that  he  ordered  the  as- 

^*6^nient  to  the  complainant  to  be  drawn. 

These  statements  present  the  question  of  fact  to  be  decided. 

^-he  counsel  of  the  defendant,  however,  insists  that,  as  a  matter 

<>i  law,  the  bill, in  this  case  must  be  dismissed,  regardless  of  what 

the  evidence  demonstrates  the  truth  to  be  in  respect  to  the  trust 

^'^ged,  his  contention  being  that  the  trust  set  up  by  the  com- 

pWnant  is  one  which  cannot  be  established  except  by  written 

^J^ence.     The  trust,  it  will  l)e  oKserved,  affects  personal  prop- 

^Yy  and  not  lands.     The  subject  of  it  is  a  debt.     That  part  of 

the  statute  of  frauds  which  enacts  that  all  decilarations  and  crea- 

**^s  of  trust  shall  be  manifested  by  writing  and  signeil  by  the 

P*'^  creating  the  same,  or  else  shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect, 

applies  only  to  trusts  of  lands,  and  has  no  application  to  trusts 

^  personal  proj>erty.     A  valid  trust  of  personalty  may  be  creattnl 

verbally,  and  proved  by  parol  evidence.    A  trust  of  personal  prop- 

^y>  almost  precisely  like  the  one  under  consideration,  and  which 

l»d  been  created  by  mere  spoken  words,  and  was  supported  by 

"wly  parol  evidence,  was  upheld  by  Chancellor  Williamson  in 
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Hooper  v.  Holmes^  3  Stock,  122  ;  also  Kimball  v.  Moiioriy  1  Hal. 
Ch.  26 ;  Sayre  v.  Fredcrichi,  1  C  E,  Gi\  206 ;  Eaton  v.  Cook, 
JO  C,  E.  Gi\  66  ;  2  Story  s  Eq,  Jar.  §  972 ;  1  Perry  on  Trwtts 
'  §  6^6*.  A  valid  trust  of  a  mortgage  debt  may  be  createtl  bv 
parol ;  for,  though  a  tru^t  thus  (Teateil  cannot  embrace  the  land 
held  in  pledge,  yet  it  is  good  as  to  the  debt,  and  will  entitle  the 
e^ui  qiie  trust  to  sufficient  of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  when  the  land 
is  converted  into  money,  to  pay  the  debt.  Sayre  v.  Fredericks, 
supra  ;  Benhmo  v.  Townsendy  1  M,  ti'  K,  606  ;  Childs  v.  Jordan^ 
106  Mass.  321. 

It  must  be  held,  then,  that  the  trust  alleged  in  this  case  is  valid, 
and  if  it  has  been  sufficiently  proved,  the  complainant  is  entitled 
to  have  it  established  and  enforceil.  The  question  then  is,  has  it 
been  proved?  A  high  degree  of  evidence  should  be  required. 
Before  the  court  engrafts  a  trust  u|)on  a  written  instrument,  abso- 
lute on  its  face,  it  should  require  the  most  cogent  proof.  Such 
proof,  I  think,  has  been  furnished  in  this  case^.  The  undisputed 
facts  make  a  strong  case  against  the  defendant.  He  attempts  to  ex- 
jdain  and  moderate  the  force  of  the  one  having  the  greatest  weight. 
I  refer,  of  course,  to  the  fact  that  he  had  an  assignment  drawn 
to  the  complainant,  and  that  when  he  gave  the  order  he  said  it 
was  right  that  she  should  have  the  bond  and  mortgage.  His  at- 
tempted explanation  has,  however,  resulted  in  a  series  of  contra- 
dictions which  utterly  destroy  his  testimony. 

By  his  answer,  which  is  under  oath,  he  says  that  after  he  sent 
his  assignment  to  Ocean  county  for  record,  he  was  informed  that 
the  mortgagor  had  no  title  on  record  for  the  mortgaged  premises, 
and  that  he  went  at  onc^e  to  see  Danser,  and  that  an  arrangement 
was  then  made  by  which  Danser  was  either  to  pay  his  debt,  or 
substitute  another  security,  and  he  was  then  to  re-assign  the 
mortgage.  His  assignment  was  not  lodged  for  record  until  Octo- 
l)er  23d,  1875.  Danser  had  then  been  dead  more  than  a  month, 
so  that  the  arrangement,  at  the  time  stated,  wiis  unquestionably 
a  fabrication.  When  the  defendant  came  to  testify,  he  swore 
that  l)efore  he  lodged  his  assignment  for  record,  he  had  heard, 
from  one  George  P.  Conover,  that  the  mortgagor  had  no  title,  and 
he  went  at  once  to  see  Danser.     But  it  is  perfectly  clear,  from 
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ih^    cs'videnoe,  that  Conover  could  not  have  given  this  informa- 

non     lautil  long  after  Dai iser's  death  ;  for  he  did  not  Iiave  it  him- 

i?elf*.         Conover  obtained  his  information  from  the  mortgagor,  and 

th^    rnortgagor  swears  that  he  first  obtiiined  it  from  a  search  made 

i»     H^^cember,  1876.     'J'he  defendant  was  subsequently  recalled 

An^    i:*€-exaniined,  against  the  complainant's  objection,  and  witli- 

out    i=m  order  for  that  purpose,  and  then  swore  that  one  Edward 

F«    "Jcu^bus  first  informed  him  that  the  mortgagor  had  no  title, 

au<l      that  this  information  was  given  to  him  very  soon  after  the 

iiSi^^giiment  was  made  to  him.     But,  upon  the  examination  of 

Jacobxis,  it  was  shown  that  the  search  from  which  he  obtained 

his   ioformation  was  not  made  until  after  Danser  had  been  dead 

more  than  a  month.     So  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  inf«)rmation 

^^^di  the  defendant  says  led  to  his  interview  with  Danser  did 

not  eome  to  him  until  after  Danser  was  dead,  and  the  conclusion 

i>>  therefore  unavoidable  that  no  such  interview  as  he  describes 

loolt  place.     The  tergiversation  of  the  defendant  upon  this  point 

«*^clers  his  testimony  unworthy  of  credit.     I  find  it  impossible 

to  believe  him. 

It  must  also  be  remarked  that  the  defendant's  conduct  in  rela- 

tiOD  to  the  custody  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  as  portrayed  by 

hinaeelf,  shows  very  clearly  that  he  did  not  believe  they  were  his 

P'^perty.     He  says  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  delivered  to 

•^^D^,  with  the  assignment,  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  assign- 

"^^nt,  and  that  he  took  them  to  a  hotel,  in  which  he  and  Danser 

^^re  jointly  interested,  and  which  was  under  the  management  of 

^D8er,  and  threw  them  in  a  desk  in  the  bar-room.     He  retained 

w^  assignment.     He  gave  them  no  further  care  or  attention,  but 

^^'fiwl  the  assignment  to  his  house  and  placed  it  in  his  safe. 

M^  does  not  know  when  or  how  Danser  got  j)ossession  of  the 

"^  and  mortgage.     So  far  as  apj)ears,  he  has  never  tried  to 

"'w  out.     Danser  did  not  live  in  the  hotel,  but  occupied  a  dwell- 

*"?  >n  the  village  where  the  hotel  was  located.     The  defendant 

^*y8,ihat  while  Danser  was  sick,  on  the  occasion  of  his  last  visit  to 

"^%  Danser  told  the  complainant  to  get  the  bond  and  mortgage 

*"d  give  them  to  him,  but  that  she  refused  to  do  so,  and,  to 

^i*at  his  own  words,  "  she  was  just  as  cross  to  me  as  she  could 
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be.''  He  did  not  ask  Danser  why  he  had  taken  them  from  the 
desk,  nor  did  he  insist  upon  their  being  at  once  surrendered. 
He  never  asked  for  them  after  Danser's  death,  nor  did  he  makc^ 
any  attempt  to  obtain  possession  of  them.  Every  phase  of  his  con  - 
duct  evinces  a  consciousness  that  he  iiad  no  right  to  them,  an<l 
that  any  attempt  to  take  them  from  the  possession  of  the  com- 
plainant would  be  met  by  a  resistance  which  he  knew  was 
grounded  in  right  and  truth.  The  evidence,  in  my  opinion^ 
fully  establishes  the  trust  alleged. 

The  defendant  also  insists  that  the  trust  u[>on  which  the  com- 
plainant's action  is  founded  should  not  be  enforced,  because  it  wa.s 
concocted  to  cheat  and  defraud  Danser's  creditors.  It  is  enough 
to  say  of  this  contention  that  no  such  defence  is  presented  by  the 
answer,  and  that  the  complainant's  right  to  a  decree  cannot  be 
defeated  by  a  defence  she  has  had  no  opportunity  to  meet  and 
dwprove. 
/  There  must  be  a  decree  establishing  the  trust  and  requiring 
the  defendant  to  execute  it.     The  defendant  must  pay  costs. 


Caroline  ScHMiiyi 

17. 

Abram  S.  Opie  and  William  H.  Reimer. 

1.  Any  one  liable  on  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  though  only  contin- 
gently liable,  is  a  debtor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  from  the 
date  of  his  contract. 

2.  All  that  a  judgment  creditor  need  do,  who  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity  against  his  debtor's  land,  is  to  show  a  judgment  at  law  creating  a  lien^ 
thereon ;  but  if  he  seeks  aid  in  re»i)ect  to  liis  debtor's  personal  estate,  he  nius^f 
show  not  only  a  judgment,  but  that  an  execution  has  been  issued. 

3.  On.  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  being  made,  the  purchaser  become**^ 
in  equity,  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  the  vendor  becomes  the  owner  of  th^^*: 
purchase-money. 
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^    Xf  a  mortgagor  executes  a  mortgage  for  a  fraudulent  purpose,  and  the 
^rt^^wig^  accepts  it,  with  knowledge  of  the  mortgagor's  purpose,  intending  to 
'ud  Jblxn  in  such  purpose,  the  mortgage  will  be  held  void  as  to  tliose  who  ai*e 
by  it)  even  if  it  is  founded  on  a  perfect  consideration. 


final  hearing  on  bill^  answers  and  proofs^  taken  before  the 
vic5e— <5bancellor. 

•.  Joseph  P.  Osborne,  for  complainant. 


V.  John  Schomp,  for  defendants. 

XiE  Vice-Chancellor. 

lis  is  a  foreclosure  suit.     No  defence  is  made  by  the  owner 

of     ^he  equity  of  redemption,  but  two  judgment  creditors  of  the 

ti^owtgagor  attack  the  validity  of    the  complainant's  mortgage* 

Tl^^3^  say,  first,  that  the  mortgage  is  without  consideration,  and 

sWot^ld,  for  that  reason,  be  set  aside;  and,  second,  that  if  it  is 

founded  on  a  valid  consideration,  it  was  executed  for  the  pur- 

of  defrauding  them,  and  is  therefore  void  as  to  them.     The 

ground  is  the  only  one  I  shall  consider. 

Tlie  defendants  must  be  considered  creditors  from  the  date  of 

^»ie  contracts  under  which  their  claims  arose,  namely,  from  Feb- 

^^^^3r  25th^  1875.     The  rule  upon  this  subject,  as  laid  down  in 

^c^tlier  case,  is  this :  Any  one  liable  upon  a  contract,  express  or 

^/^plied,  though  only  contingently,  is  a  debtor,  within  the  mean- 

^^S"   of  the  statute  of  frauds,  from  the  date  of  his  contract.     Post 

^-  '^tiger,  2  Stew.  Eq.  So^. 

-Tlie  defendants  were  not  bound  to  show,  as  preliminary  to 

tnei:j»  right  to  seek  tlie  aid  of  this  court,  that  executions  had  been 

^^^d  upon  their  judgments  and  returned  unsatisfied.     All  that 

*  J^<lgment  creditor  need  do,  who  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court  of 

^^ity  against  the  real  estate  of  his  debtor,  is  to  show  a  judg- 

ittfent  at  law  creating  a  lien  on  such  estate.     Under  our  statute  a 

po^QQeiit  is  a  lien  on  lands  from  its  recovery.     But  if  a  creditor 

^'^^ts  the  aid  of  the  court  in  respect  to  the  personal  estate  of  his 

ATOtor,  he  must  show,  not  only  a  judgment,  but  that  an  execu- 
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tion  has  been  issued.  A  judgment  does  not  bind  personal  estate ; 
fiuch  i)roj)erty  can  only  be  reached  by  an  execution,  Robert  v. 
Hodges,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  209. 

The  question  of  fact  presented  by  the  case  is  this :  Was  the 
mortgage  executed  with  intent  to  defraud  the  defendants,  and, 
if  so,  was  the  mortgagee  a  party  to  the  fraud  ?  The  mortgage 
w^as  made  by  one  brother  to  another — by  John  Schmidt  to 
Charles  Schmidt — and  bears  date  March  1st,  1875,  but  was  not 
acknowledged  until  March  5th.  Prior  to  the  making  of  the  mort- 
gage, John  Schmidt  had  agreed  to  convey  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises to  the  defendant  Opie,  and  Opie's  judgment  is  founded  on  a 
breach  of  that  contract.  The  contract  bears  date  February  25th, 
1875,  and  required  John  to  make  a  deed  to  Opie  on  the  10th  of 
the  following  month.  By  that  contract,  Opie  became  the  owner, 
in  equity,  of  the  mortgaged  premises.  It  is  a  fundamental  rule 
of  equity  jurisprudence,  that  U|>on  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
land,  the  purchaser  becomes  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  the  vendor 
becomes  the  owner  of  the  purchase-money.  The  contract  creates 
a  trust.  By  force  of  it,  the  vendor  becomes  trustee  of  the  legal 
estate  for  the  vendee,  and  the  vendee  becomes  trustee  of  the  pur- 
chase-money for  the  vendor.  If  the  vendor  conveys  the  land  to 
another,  and  his  grantee  takes  title  with  notice  of  the  prior  con- 
tract, he  will  take  the  land  subject  to  a  trust  in  favor  of  the  first 
purchaser,  who  may  compel  a  conveyance  of  it.  Hatighwovt  v. 
Murphi/,  7  a  E,  Gr.  531. 

Charles  Schmidt  took  his  mortgage  with  full  notice  of  the 
Opie  contract,  and  that  John  wanted  to  escape  the  performance 
of  it.  The  complainant  is  the  wife  of  John  Schmidt,  the  mort- 
gagor. She  says  that  it  was  arrange<l  originally  that  Charles  was 
to  take  a  mortgage  on  the  Opie  farm — by  the  contract,  Opie  was 
to  convey  a  farm  to  John  in  exchange  for  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises— but  when  he  found  that  0|)ie  intendeil  to  cheat  John,  he 
demanded  a  mortga^  on  the  mortgaged  premises.  It  also  ap- 
|)ears  from  the  complainant's  evidence  that  John  had  made  up 
his  mind,  on  the  very  day  he  signed  the  contract,  not  to  perform 
it  She  says  he  told  her,  on  his  return  from  Somerville  the  day 
the  contract  was  signed,  that  he  had  heard  that  there  was  another 
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moartgage  on  the  farm  besides  the  one  Opie  had  told  him  about, 
that  he  had  made  up  his  mind  not  to  take  tlie  farm.  John 
3  that  he  had  told  Cliarles,  before  Charles  asked  him  to  give 
ortgage^  that  he  had  made  a  contract  to  convey  the  mortgaged 
F**"*^ anises  to  Opie,  and  that  the  object  of  his  visit  to  Charles,  when 
li^  ^ve  him  this  information,  was  to  see  what  he  could  do  to 
Charles  for  what  he  owed  him. 
lese  facts  render  it  perfectly  clear,  I  think,  that  Charles 
w,  when  it  was  arranged  that  the  mortgage  should  be  given, 
John  had  agreed  to  convey  the  mortgaged  premises  to  Oj)ie, 
that  he  did  not  mean  to  keep  his  contract.  Charles  also 
w  that  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  to  him  would  put  it 
<>u  fc  of  John's  power  to  perform  his  contract.  That,  undoubtedly, 
^*^  the  object  that  both  intended  to  accomplish  by  the  mortgage. 
^^   »  ^  practically  confessed. 

'jJhis  rendered  the  mortgage  an  instrument  of  fraud,  and  made 

^*    '^^tterly  void  against  those  who  were  defrauded   by  it.     The 

™^^^^   that  it  was  founded  on  a  full,  valuable  consideration,  will 

DO'fc    save  it.     Such  an  instrument  may  be  even  more  efiFectual  a& 

*  ^^aeans  of  fraud  than  a  mortgage  without  consideration.     A 

°^^^^»:"tgagee,  to  be  able  to  successfully  resist  the  impeachment  of 

"'^      security,  must  appear  to  be  not  only  a  mortgagee  for  value, 

^^^   a  mortgagee  in  good  faith.    If  it  appears  that  his  mortgagor 

^^^csuted  the  mortgage  for  a  fraudulent  purpose,  and  that  he 

ktt^^  of  such  purpose,  and  took  the  mortgage  to  aid  him  in  its 

ex^^jution,  his  mortgage  is  void  against  those  who  are  defrauded 

"r   it,  even  if  it  is  founded  on  a  perfect  consideration.     Green  v. 

r<»^*/Miii,  4  a  E.  Or.  105;  S,  C.  on  appeal,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  364. 

The  conduct  of  the  parties  furnishes  very  important  evidence, 

*^^  leaves  no  doubt  with  what  intent  they  planned  the  execution 

^'    this  mortgage.     The  debt  which  it  is  alleged  the  mortgage 

was  given  to  secure,  had  been  standing  a  long  time — part  of  it 

Bittce  1865,  and  all  of  it  since  1869.     It  had  been  incurred  in 

s^Uis  of  from  $25  to  $1,350.     No  evidence  of  indebtedness  of 

^y  kind  is  shown  to  have  been  given  or  made.     No  payment 

of  either  principal  or  interest  was  ever  made ;  and  although  the 

w^Jtor  borrowed  $1,500  on  mortgage  on  these  very  premises. 


142  CASP;S  IN  CHANCERY.  [33  Eq. 


Schmidt  v.  Opie  and  Reimer. 


and  deposited  the  money  in  a  savings  bank,  and  kept  it  there  a 
long  time,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  creditor,  yet  the  creditor 
never  asked  for  payment,  nor  did  the  debtor  oflFer  to  pay.  As 
soon  as  the  mortgage  was  delivered,  the  mortgagee  made  a  gift 
4)f  it  to  the  mortgagor's  wife.  The  mortgage,  though  dated 
March  Ist,  1875,  was  not  acknowlejred  until  March  6tlu  The 
assignment  to  the  complainant  is  dated  March  5th,  1875,  so  that 
it  would  seem  the  only  object  the  mortgagee  could  have  had  in 
getting  security  for  his  debt  was  to  present  the  security  to  his 
debtor's  wife.  His  gift  shows  that  he  did  not  want  security  for 
his  own  protection.  Why  did  he  not  give  her  the  debt,  and  let 
her  get  it  secured  or  not,  as  she  thought  proper?  That,  it  seems, 
would  have  been  the  course  which  would  have  been  pursued  if 
it  had  not  been  intended  that  the  mortgage  should  help  the 
mortgagor  escape  the  perft>rmance  of  his  contract. 

Besid(»s,  I  find  it  very  ditficult  to  believe  that  this  mortgage 
ever  had  any  real  consideration.  Charles  may  have  given  John 
money  at  various  times;  the  several  sums  thus  given  may  have 
aggregated  a  large  sum ;  but  was  it  understood,  as  the  moneys 
were  advanc^ed,  that  the  relation  of  creditor  and  debtor  existed; 
and  were  the  moneys  advanced  with  an  expectation  of  payment, 
on  one  side,  and  an  intention  to  pay,  on  the  other?  Charles 
was  pros|>croU8  and  wealthy,  and  without  cliildren ;  John  had 
but  little  property  and  a  large  family.  Charles  took  nothing  to 
show  for  the  money  advanced,  and  so  far  as  appears,  he  made  no 
charge  of  it.  His  advances  or  gifts  extended  over  a  period  of 
four  or  five  years,  but  no  payments  were  made,  though  Charles 
knew  John  had  on  deposit  in  bank  the  sum  of  $1,500.  At  any 
time  between  1869  and  1875,  John  could  have  given  Charles 
the  same  security  that  he  gave  him  in  March,  1875;  but  neither 
party  seems  to  have  regarded  the  advances  as  a  debt  until  John 
got  into  trouble,  and  then  they  were  treated  as  a  debt,  and  a 
mortgage  was  given  for  them,  which  was  immediately  transferred 
to  John's  wife  as  a  gift.  These  facts  furnish  very  cogent  evidence 
to  my  mind  that  if  John  had  not  got  into  trouble,  no  mortgage 
would  have  been  given  and  no  debt  claimed.  The  proofs  oon- 
vince  me  that  Charles's  object  in  taking  the  mortgage  was  to  help 
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John  escape  the  performance  of  his  contract  with  Opie.  Their 
fraud  was  aimed  directly  at  him,  and  he  has  a  clear  right  to 
redress  against  it. 

17he  mortgage  must  be  declared  void  as  to  the  defendants, 
Opie  and  Reimer,  but  good  as  to  the  other  parties.  This  result 
:iirtiply  affects  the  order  in  which  the  liens  against  the  mortgaged 
premises  must  be  paid.  The  mortgaged  premises  will  be  ordered 
to  l>e  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  must  be  first  applied  in  sat- 
isfaction of  the  judgments  of  Opie  and  Reimer,  and  their  costs 
in  til  is  court,  and  then  to  the  payment  of  the  complainant's 
inorl 


Nei^on  L.  Budd 

V. 

John  A.  Van  Orden. 

*•   Xn  determining  the  question  whether  a  deed,  absolute  on  its  face,  is  what 

it  P^^fporis  to  be,  or  a  mortgage,  the  fact  that  the  parties,  after  the  execution 

of  vli^  deed,  still  understood  that  the  relation  of  cre<litor  and  debtor  continued, 

*°  '*^®pect  to  tliedebt  on  which  the  deed  is  founded,  must  generally  be  regardetl 

as  ^^^ciaive  in  showing  that  the  instrument  was  intended  to  be  a  mortgage. 

^  The  only  infallible  test  of  the  value  of  a  merchantable  article  is  what  it 
16  *<?tnaUj  sold  for  at  a  fair  sale. 

^  A  mortgagee  in  possession,  holding  under  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face,  who 
****  the  mortgaged  premises,  is  bound  to  account  to  his  mortgagor  at  the  price 
^t  Which  he  sold,  though  he  may  be  able  to  show,  by  the  opinion  of  competent 
jiK^g^es,  that  such  price  is  in  excess  of  their  market  value. 


On  final  hearing  on  bill,  answer  and  proofs. 
Mir.  Joseph  Couliy  for  complainant, 
jfi*.  /.  8.  Sabnony  for  defendant 
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The  Vice-Chancellor. 

The  principal  object  of  this  suit  is  to  have  a  deed^  absolute  on 
its  face,  declared  to  be  a  mortgage.  The  parties  are  brothers-in- 
law.  The  deed,  which  it  is  sought  to  change  to  a  mortgage,  was 
made  in  August,  1870,  and  conveyed  the  whole  of  the  complain- 
ant's interest  in  his  father's  estate.  At  the  date  of  the  deed^ 
his  father,  Barney  Budd,  had  been  dead  about  three  years. 
When  the  deed  was  made  the  complainant  resided  in  the  west^ 
but  some  weeks  j)rior  to  its  execution  had  come  to  New  Jersey 
to  raise  money  on  his  share  in  his  father's  estate.  He  returned 
to  the  west  very  soon  after  the  deed  was  executed.  The  first 
transaction  between  the  parties,  it  is  admitted,  was  a  loan.  The 
defendant  agreed  to  loan  the  complainant  $500,  to  be  secured  by 
a  mortgage  on  his  interest  in  his  father's  estate,  and  a  policy  on 
his  life  for  $1,000.  The  mortgage  was  executed  and.  the  policy 
procured,  and  both  delivered  to  the  defendant  in  June,  1870. 
The  defendant  still  held  the  moi*tgage  at  the  time  of  the  triaU 
but  he  surrendered  the  policy  after  $128  in  premiums  had  been 
paid  upon  it,  and  received,  as  its  surrender  value,  the  sum  of  $18. 
The  deed  purports,  upon  its  face,  to  have  been  made  for  a  con- 
sideration of  $900.  It  is  not  disputed  that  this  sum  was  handed 
by  the  defendant  to  the  complainant,  nor  that  $400  of  it  was 
immediately  handed  back  to  the  defendant's  wife,  for  which  she 
gave  the  complainant  her  note.  The  defendant  insists  that  the 
deed  was  made  in  execution  of  an  actual  purchase,  and  that  the 
$900  passed  to  the  complainant  was  passed  in  payment  of  the 
sum  agreed  upon  as  the  purchase- money,  and  that  the  $400 
handed  to  his  wife  was  a  deposit  he  required  the  complainant  t4^ 
make,  as  a  condition  of  his  purchase,  to  answer  a  claim  made  by 
the  executors  of  Barney  Budd  against  the  complainant,  the  amount 
of  which  w^'as  then  undetermined.  But  the  defendant  admits 
that  on  the  delivery  of  the  deed  it  was  understood  that  be  should 
continue  to  hold  the  policy  as  security.  He  says  the  arrange- 
ment was  this :  that  he  should  keep  the  policy  alive,  and  if  he 
did  not  succeed  in  selling  the  interest  which  he  had  purchased  of 
the  complainant  for  what  he  had  paid  for  it,  and  the  complain- 
ant should  die,  he  was  to  have  the  right  to  retain,  out  of  the  sum 
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received  on  the  |)olic7y  the  premiums  he  had  paid,  and  also  any 
loss  he  might  have  sustained  on  the  sale  of  the  complainant's 
iDteresty  and  that  the  balance,  if  any,  should  be  paid  to  the  com- 
plainant's family.     The  complainant,  on  the  contrary,  alleges 
that  afW  the  mortgage  and  policy  were  delivered,  the  defendant 
became  apprehensive  that  difficulty  might  arise  out  of  the  claim 
made  by  the  executors  against  the  complainant,  and  his  security 
in  consequence  might  prove  insufficient.     He  says  that  the  de- 
fendant then  suggested  that  a  deed  would  give  him  a  better  secu- 
rity for  his  loan,  and  put  him  in  a  position  where  he  could  deal 
much  more  advantageously  in  arranging  the  claim  of  the  execu- 
tors ;  that  he  could  then  represent  that  he  had  purchased  and 
paid  for  the  complainant's  interest,  and  thus  constrain  the  ex- 
ecutors to  make  a  fair  settlement.     He  says  he  yielded  to  this 
suggestion,  and  consented  to  execute  a  dped  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  the  defendant  a  more  perfect  security  for  his  loan. 

I  think  it  is  conclusively  shown  that  tlie  deed  was  not  given  or 
intended  as  an  absolute  conveyance,  but  as  a  security.  The 
proof  on  this  point  furnished  by  the  defendant's  letters,  is  so  de- 
cisive that  the  defendant's  conn.sel  but  faintly  questioned  that 
such  must  be  the  determination  of  the  court.  The  defendant, 
on  the  2d  of  August,  1871,  sent  to  the  complainant  a  release^ 
to  be  executed  by  him  to  the  executors  of  his  father's  will.  By 
Barney  Budd's  will,  his  executors  were  directed  to  convert  nearly 
the  whole  of  his  estate  into  money,  and  divide  it  equally  among 
his  eleven  children.  In  the  letter  accompanying  this  release,  the 
defendant  said : 

1  hare  made  the  amount  in  the  release  to  correspond  with  tlie  deed,  but  I 
▼ill  make  this  right  in  our  final  settlement." 

^n  a  letter  written  to  the  complainant  August  IKJi,  1871,  the 
defendant  says : 

I  will  not  have  time,  before  the  mail  closes,  to  give  you  a  detailed  account 
of  the  whole  thing,  but  will  try  and  make  a  plain,  short  statement  of  things  a» 
th«y  are.  And  first  I  would  say  I  regret  that  I  have  not  kept  you  more  fully 
posted,  bot  one  reason  is,  that  when  the  question  was  asked  me  whether  I  had 
t'OQgfat  yoo  out,  I  said '  Yes ; '  and  of  course  had  to  maintain  and  look  after 
th»t  interest." 
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ascertaiuiiig  the  value  of  a  merchantable  commodity  are  specu- 
lative, and  musty  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  be  uncertain.  A  sale 
is  a  demonstration  of  the  fact,  while  estimates,  even  by  the  best 
judges,  are  simply  matters  of  opinion,  which,  at  best,  are  only 
approaches  to  the  fact.  The  sale  in  this  case,  I  think,  con- 
clusively settled  the  value  of  the  farm  as  between  these  parties. 
The  defendant  does  not  pretend  that  he  obtained  an  exorbitant 
price  by  illegal  means.  If  he  did,  it  would  do  him  no  good. 
He  would  not  be  heard  to  set  up  his  own  fraud  to  escape  liability. 
He  made  the  sale,  and  agreed  u[)on  such  terms  of  payment  as  he  was 
willing  to  accept,  and  took  such  security  for  the  purchase-money 
as  be  thought  proper.  His  conveyance  of  the  complainuut's  in- 
terest is  valid  against  the  complaiuant.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
♦•ase  which  will  justify  even  a  suspicion  that  the  defendant's  pur- 
<'haser  took  title  with  notice  of  the  complainant's  rights.  Having 
'uade  a  conveyance  which  is  effectual  against  the  complainant,  in 
passing  Jiis  rights  for  a  certain  price,  I  think  it  is  clear,  upon  the 
plainest  principles  of  justice,  that  he  is  bound  to  account  to  the 
wmplainant  at  the  price  at  which  he  sold  his  interest.  He  occu- 
pies the  position  of  a  trustee,  and  cannot  trade  on  his  trust.  He 
^"Dot  sell  at  one  price  and  account  to  his  cestui  que  trust  for  a 
^^  price.  Besides,  there  is  nothing  before  the  court  which  tends 
to  show  that  the  defendant  will  not  be  able  to  enforce  payment  of 
everj' penny  of  the  purchase-money  remaining  unpaid.  He  took 
a  mortgage  for  part.  He  doubtless  also  took  tlie  mortgagor's 
Iwnd.  To  take  such  evidence  of  the  debt  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage is  the  universal  practice.  In  the  absence  of  direct  proof 
to  the  contrary,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  parties  to  this  trans- 
action transacted  their  business  as  such  business  is  usually  done, 
a^d  that  the  defendant  acted  with  ordinary  prudence  and  caution. 
^0  attempt  has  been  made  to  show  that  the  obligor  of  the  bond 
^  insolvent,  or  that  the  money  for  which  it  w^as  given  cannot  be 
collected  by  due  course  of  law.  In  this  posture  of  affairs,  I  think 
the  court  is  bound  to  assume  that  the  bond  is  a  valid  and  avail- 
able instrument.  That  being  so,  the  defendant  is  bound,  as  a 
matter  of  simple  honesty,  to  pay  the  complainant  for  his  interest 
m  the  farm  at  the  rate  at  which  he  sold  it  A  decree  in  con- 
formity to  this  opinion  has  been  advised. 
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Xat£  Skean 

V, 

Benjamin  F.  Skean. 

1.  If  a  husband  drives  his  wife  away,  or  treats  her  so  brutally  as  to  compel 
her  to  flee  for  safety,  or  is  so  cruel  and  malignant  towards  her  as  to  flhoir 
that  he  means  to  force  her  from  his  home,  though  she  leaves  the  matrimonial 
habitation,  he,  in  law,  deserts  her. 

2.  But  a  mere  failure  by  a  husband  to  furnish  hb  wife  with  sufficient  sup* 
port  is  not  a  ground  of  divorce,  nor  will  he  be  considered  a  deserter  if  8he 
leaves  him  for  that  cause. 

3.  So  long  as  a  husband  shares  with  his  wife  whatever  means  of  support  he 
may  have,  the  law  makes  it  her  duty  to  abide  with  him ;  and  if  she  leaver 
him  because  he  does  not  give  her  as  much  or  as  good  9s  she  desires,  or  as  may 
be  necessary,  the  law  considers  her  a  deserter. 


On  petition  for  divorce  for  desertion. 

Heard  on  proofs  taken  ex  parte,  and  report  of  Special  Master 
Levi  T.  Hannum,  reporting  in  favor  of  decree  for  petitioner. 

3Ir.  F.  Kingman,  for  petitioner. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

This  is  a  suit  by  a  wife  for  divorce.  The  ground  is  desertion. 
The  husband  makes  no  defence.  The  desertion  is  alleged  to  have 
commenced  May  10th,  1877.  The  petition  was  sworn  to  on  May 
loth,  1880,  and  filed  two  days  afterwards.  The  period  inter- 
vening between  the  time  when  it  is  allied  the  desertion  began 
and  the  date  on  which  the  petition  was  filed  is  three  years  and 
seven  days. 

The  proofs,  in  my  judgment,  utterly  fail  to  make  a  case  against 
the  defendant.  On  the  contrary,  I  think  they  make  a  much 
stronger  case  against  the  petitioner  than  they  do  against  her  hus- 
band. 
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le  parties  were  marrie<l  in  Trenton,  on  the  10th  of  October, 

187 ^>, and  soon  afterwards  took  up  their  residence  in  the  city  of 

Philadelphia,  where  they  continued  to  reside  together  until  May 

lOtfrB  ,  1877.     The  defendant  is  a  p(K)r  man  ;  he  is  represente<l  to 

bee^Tso  idle  and  thriftless.     The  petitioner  gave  birth  to  a  child 

inF'ebruary,  1877.   She  says  the  provision  made  by  herhiLsband 

for  Ibct  8upj)ort  and  comfort,  during  her  confinement  and  afl;er- 

trarc5Ls,  was  very  inadecpiato.     Whether  it  was  the  best  her  hus- 

1)iDc3.'s  means  could  provide,  she  does  not  state.     After  her  con- 

finexYaent,  she  says,  she  became  sick  and  feeble,  and  continued  so 

for  ^ome  time,  and  at  last  wrote  to  her  father,  informing  him  of 

her    condition,  who,  with  her  mother,  i»me  to  s(kj  her  on  the  10th 

-of  jStIay^  1877.     As  this  is  the  date  when  she  charges  that  her 

hi»l>sind  l)egan  the  desertion  which  entitles  her  to  a  divorce,  it  is 

<^m^e  proper  that  she  should  be  allowe<l  to  describe  what  occurred, 

in  lie?  own  wav.     She  savs : 


I 


J*i.y  pnreiit«(  proposed  tliat  I  sliould  return  with  them  to  Trenton ;  my  hus- 

biD^  tuade  no  ohjeciion,  and  they  took  me  with  them  to  Trenton,  where  I  have 

itflftained  ever  since ;     *    *     *     J  took  my  chil*!  witli  me;  my  father  pai<l  tlie 

railroad  fare;  at  the  same  time  I  removed  my  furniture  and  h()U.sehold  articles 

ih»t  niT  father  and  motlier  liud  given  tome;  my  father  removt^l  them  and 

^itld  the  transportation ;  my  liusband  was  i>resent  wlien  I  left  and  when  the 

^ooos  Were  reniuved,  but  made  no  objeotion/' 

There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  occurrence  here  described 
wnich  furnishes  any  evidence  whatever  of  either  a  purpose,  or 
«^  a  desire,  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  to  desert  his  wife.  She 
••  feeble  and  sick,  and  her  parents  expressed  a  desire  to 
*tt  her  to  their  home,  where  she  could  have  a  mother's  care, 
■W  ker  husband  made  no  objection  to  her  going.  Why  should 
*  nave  opposed  such  a  thing?  To  have  given  even  a  reluctant 
'■•nt  might  very  well,  under  the  circumstances,  have  been 
Iprfed  as  conjugal  unkindness.  His  failure  to  object  certainly 
■■  not  ailbrd  the  least  evidence  of  desertion.  But  what  did 
"*•  Wife's  conduct  indicate?  What  was  her  purpose  in  removing 
^  bcr  household  effects  ?  ^^*v. 

Ae  desires  it  understood  she  simply  went  on^  'th  no 

«^of  desertion  in  her  mind ;  but  she  well  the  . 
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manner  a  wife  would  go  wlio  had  determined  to  leave  her 
band  forever.  She  removed  everything  she  had  contribute 
make  their  dwelling-place  a  home.  Whatever  may  have 
her  purpose,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  her  conduct  wo 
strong  appearance  of  desertion.  She  assigns  no  cause  for 
extraordinary  course,  nor  does  she  attempt  to  justify  or  ex| 
it.  What  seems  to  me  still  more  decisive  is  the  fact  that 
never  returned  to  her  husband. 

But  he  went  to  see  her.  The  petitioner  says  the  next  > 
after  she  went  to  her  father's  house,  her  husband  came  thei 
see  her,  and  remained  about  two  hours ;  that  she  saw  him  ir 
back  parlor,  in  the  presence  of  her  father  and  her  mother, 
that  he  did  not  ask  her  to  leave  them  and  go  with  him. 
visit  was  made  in  the  evening.  It  does  not  appear  that  e 
wife  or  parents  invited  the  defendant  to  spend  the  night  witl 
petitioner.  The  defendant  made  a  second  visit  a  few  days  a 
wards.  The  petitioner  says  she  saw  him  on  this  occasion  ii 
same  room  ;  that  he  did  not  ask  her  to  go  with  him,  but  she 
him  that  whenever  he  was  ready  to  provide  her  with  a  h 
even  if  it  was  only  two  rooms,  she  was  ready  to  go  with 
She  says  he  made  no  reply.  The  parties  did  not  meet  agai 
far  as  the  evidence  shows,  until  September,  1877.  The  def 
ant  then  went  to  his  father-in-law's  house,  in  company  wi 
police  officer.  The  petitioner  gives  the  following  descriptio 
that  visit: 

**  My  mother  met  tliem  at  the  door,  then  called  me ;  when  I  went  t 
door,  my  husband  did  not  speak,  but  the  officer  asked  if  I  was  this  man's 
I  said  I  was ;  the  officer  then  said,  *  He  wishes  to  see  you ; '  I  said,  *  Very 
I  am  liere ; '  my  husband  did  not  look  up  or  sj)eak  to  me ;  I  then  toK 
officer  why  I  was  at  my  father's— that  my  husband  had  not  provided  fc 
when  I  lived  witli  him,  and  my  father  had  brought  me  home  because  '. 
sick  and  had  nothing  to  eat ;  the  officer  then  said,  *  Well,  that  is  a  difl 
story ; '  they  then  went  away ;  my  husband  did  not  contradict  anything  I 
I  do  not  know  why  my  husband  brought  an  officer  with  him ;  they  di< 
disclose  any  reason  for  this  singular  visit." 

The  petitioner  does  not  seem,  at  the  time,  to  have  been  a 
curious  or  inquisitive  about  the  matter ;  she  asked  neither 
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offioer  nor  her  husband  whv  tlie  officer  was  tliere,  nor  what  was 
the  oliject  of  their  visit. 

This  is  the  petitioner's  whole  ease.     As  already  remarked,  the 
evidence  utterly  fails  to  make  a  case  of  desertion.     I  believe, 
moreover,  the  court  has  not  the  whole  truth.     I  believe  it  is  im- 
possible for  any  one  at  all  acquainted  with  human  conduct  to 
r®3.cl     the  petitioner's  evidence  without  seeing  quite  phiinly  that 
tlie  descriptions  given  of  what  occurred  when  she  left  her  hus- 
1^«^<1,  and  also  of  what  occurred  on  the  occasions  of  his  visits, 
are  very  incomplete  and  im|)erfect.     She  may  have  intended  to 
tell  everj'thing,  but  if  such  was  her  puqwse,  it  is  apparent  she 
r^ttienibered  but  little  besides  what  she  understood  to  be  her 
^**ocigs.     But  if  we  take  her  testimony  as  presenting  the  whole 
t^^utli^  her  case  is  merely  this  :    She  left  her  husband  and  went  to 
'^^^  father's  house,  because  her  husband  did  not  furnish  her  with 
suiHc^ient  food  and  proper  care.     It  does  not  appear  that  he  did 
^^^  do  for  her  the  best  he  could,  or  that  he  refused  to  share  with 
**^r  Such  means  of  support  as  he  had.    He  failed  to  support  her, 
^'^d  she  left  him.     He  did  not  refuse  to  allow  her  to  share  with 
***«n    in  whatever  he  had.     Her  separation  from  him,  for  this 
^^U4e,was  not  a  desertion  by  liim.    It  is  true,  it  is  not  always  the 
^^^  who  leaves  the  matrimonial  habitati(m  that  is  the  deserter. 
^*^^  husband  may  drive  his  wife  away,  or  he  may  treat  her  so 
^''Utally  as  to  com|)el  her  to  flee  for  safety,  or  his  conduct  may 
^  So  cruel  and  malignant  as  to  show  that  he  means  to  force  her 
*^^y.     If  a  wife,  for  either  of  these  causes,  separates  herself 
itoin  her  husband,  and  he  allows  her  to  remain  away  for  the 
'^tutory  period,  without  professing  sorrow  for  liis  violations  of 
^^jugal  duty,  and  promising  to  amend  his  conduct,  and  asking 
"^f  to  return,  he,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  is  the  deserter,  and  she 
aas  a  right  to  ask  for  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  tie.     But  a 
^^1^  failure  by  a  husband  to  furnish  his  wife  a  sufficient  sup- 
port is  not  a  ground  of  divorce;  nor  will  he  be  considered  a 
^^rter  if  she  leaves  him  for  that  cause.     So  long  as  he  shares 
^ith  her  whatever  means  of  support  he  may  have,  the  law  makes 
'^  her  duty  to  abide  with  him ;  if  she  leaves  him  because  he 
<*annot  give  her  as  much  or  as  good  as  she  desires  or  as  may  be 
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necessary,  she  is  the  deserter,  and  not  he.  The  law  upon  this 
subject  is  settled.  Chancellor  Zabriskie  in  Palmer  v.  Pdlmer, 
7  C.  E.  Gr.  88,  said  : 

"There  is  no  rule  tluit  makes  want  of  sufficient  support  by  a  husband,  or 
total  want  of  support,  a  desertion  of  his  wife.  It  is  no  cause  f<>r  divorce,  and 
the  court  ainn<it,  by  construction,  convert  it  into  a  ground  of  divorce  by  call- 
ing it  desertion.  *  *  *  Ky  niarria;j:e,  a  wife  agrees  to  share  ihe  fortunes 
of  her  husband,  in  poverty  and  sickness,  as  well  as  in  ailluence  and  health. 
She  may  be  obliged  to  aid  him  in  her  own  .'«upi>ort,  and  still  be  bound  to  ad- 
liere  to  him.  And  she  is  not,  becau.sc  he  is  poor  and  her  lot  uncomfortable, 
justified  in  leaving  him  and  betaking  herself  to  the  luxuries  of  the  home  of 
her  father.  Much  K'ss  can  she  convert  an  unwarranted  abandonment  of  her 
husband  into  a  desertion  bv  liim." 

The  same  doctrine  was  enunciated  in  Laing  v.  Laing,  G  C.  E. 
Gr,  i24B. 

The  petition  must  l)e  dismissed. 

This  case  was  decide<l  some  time  ago,  by  a  simple  statement 
that  the  proofs  did  not  establish  a  case  of  desertion.  Counsel 
thereupon  requested  to  be  informerl  of  the  reasons  for  this  con- 
clusion, in  order  that  he  might  determine  what  course  it  was 
proper  for  him  to  pursue.  This  opinion  presents  the  reasons 
upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  court  rests. 


Theodore  Johnson  et  al. 

f. 
The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Somerville. 

1.  Great  delay  in  seeking  relief  is  a  good  bar  to  a  suit  for  specific  perform- 
ance. 

2.  Sixty  years*  delay  constitutes  a  bar. 

3.  A  suitor  asking  a  oourt  of  equity  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  the  exercise 
of  its  discreti(jnary  power,  must  show  a  good  conscience,  good  faith,  and  rea- 
sonable diligence. 

On  demurrer. 
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Mr.  James  J.  Bergen,  for  demurrant. 
Mr,  8.  B,  Ransom,  for  complainants. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

This  case  may  be  decided  by  the  application  of  a  familiar  rule. 

Tiie  bill  asks  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  convey 

'ands,  made  June  14th,  1809,  and  which,  by  its  terms,  was  to  be 

/>erformed  on  or  before  the  Ist  of  April,  1810.     This  suit  was 

commenced  December  23d,  1873,  over  sixty-four  years  after  the 

<on tract  was  made,  and  over  sixty-three  years  after  breach,  if  any 

*^^^r  occurred.    The  complainants  claim  as  devisees  of  the  vendee. 

^«  died  March  12th,  1828,  and  the  vendor  died  September  6th, 

lo30^  80  that  the  complainants  slept  upon  their  rights  over  forty- 

"^'^  ^'ears  after  they  had  a  right  to  sue.     Their  ancestor  had  pre- 

^'*^^sly  slept  for  a  })eriod  of  nearly  eighteen  years. 

Tlie  remedy  by  si)ec4fic  performance   is  discretionary.     The 
<lviestion  in  such  cases  is  not  what  must  the  court  do,  but  what, 
1*^  view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  in  judgment,  should 
^^  ^o  to  further  justice.     Plummer  v.  Keppler,  11  C.  E,  Gr.  1^82, 
Crreat  delay  in  seeking  relief  is  a  good  bar  to  any  suit  in  equity. 
It  isj  Ygpy  difficult,  in  most  cases,  to  get  full  and  trustworthy  evi- 
dence respecting  a  disputed  transaction  which  occurred  twenty 
y^rs  before  it  is  brought  under  judicial  investigation,  and  in  a 
^^^^  where  sixty  years  have  elapsed  it  would  be  a  marvel  if  it 
^^te  not  entirely  impossible. 

With  i*egard  to  delay  in  seeking  this  particular  remedy.  Lord 
-^-Wanley  has  said :  "A  party  cannot  call  upon  a  court  of  equity 
»or  specific  performance  unless  he  has  shown  himself  ready,  de- 
s^^us,  prompt  and  eager."     Milward  v.  Earl  of  Thaiiet,  5  Ves, 
'-^,  note  5.     Lord  Cran worth  has  given  expression  to  the  same 
opinion :  *'  Specific  performance  is  relief  which  this  court  will  not 
give  unless  in  cases  where  the  parties  seeking  it  come  as  promptly 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  ])ermit."     Eads  w  WilliamSy  Jf  Be  G, 
X  &  G.  691.    In  Van  Doren  v.  Robinson,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  26S,  Chan- 
cellor Green  said  :  '*  Great  delay,  unaccounted  for,  is  a  bar  to  a 
claim  for  specific  performance."     Lord  Camden,  at  an  early  day, 
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i*  never  a-r^ive  :r.  rriie:  xci  :.^.  y  z,^.:r:..>:  r  >a:.«I:o  ci:*aveDi 
ha?  a  1*^17-  re: -.-=•:  :>  i' :  :    *ii.e  -Ur-ini*  -.rhere  the  pArn 

Nvitiir*^  oar.  tLl  :'  rr.  ::.:-  ■?"  :r:  ::.:•■  j.:t:v':y  lut  ci.iQaci 
j^*-i  :i.':r.  ir.  i  r»ii- Li:.!e  iili^-^-n.'^.  W:.^re  :i.€>e  are  wan 
The  -  -r  >  :.;i-r  vr  i.'. :  I  rr-  z  ■::.::: J :  li.hr^  aij-i  neeleci 
uiwi'.  -    ilitLi  •*:.:e:-^r.  *:•; :  ii; ;  ::.Tr^ :' >..  :r-. ni  the  l^r^inniD: 

■•«■*■•  ■■■«  ■*■■■ 

-L.-?      -...-•..■>, -.r   «*i-  is  "*.'  ^   ^.....  ■  •.   •»U..   .a  klkb  CO 

•S'.'.iV.v.   V.  ^  "    ...   IJ  :.    '..   *.\  %    '.  '.•:•.     Thr  d*xtrine  as 
sTiM-l   *^  1.-  r:-'  r»ri  :r:  a    it-^  T-rr  :ij  v  a;:i'...o.xis  lo  the  oi 
r.a:.'i.   .-.•--  .ir-iiie  ■■  :r:    :'  ::.-.  U..::r»l  Sij:*^.     Pl\ti  v. 

liu:  ^i::!e  r.-^ri  ':.^  *ii"i   in  -Ivr.;  r.?:rat:..  a  ■.  f  tiie  aj^p'icatio 
:Lr:s»;   I  ■.-!:.  :!:•!•=?•  :••   liir  '-^-e   ij:*i:vr  vvu>:Jvr:i::fU.      More 
■seven :y  y  •> •  r?  h  i vv  e!  a jise^ i  > :  1 1-  -e  : . .  v  r : ^ h  r  •  -f  :u^ ion  aocrueiL 
of  : he  ■"» •:. : rx  ". ' r, j  pi r: ie?  ": . i ve  U>en  i Ir-.i. i  - ■  ver  n f !y  years, 
alm^r*:  <-*:Z"ix\ii.  ::.a:  ever}*  is  ';a!:  {tr--ii  w-...  kiie^v  nRyihing  a 
the  c-rn:ra.:  a:  tiie  :::.>  i:  wiis  :.•  1--  |K:rf.'i*iiiei}   i?  also  i 
Even  lii're  wh-*  wer-    -'is:  oM  tn-Ui:h.  at  that  time,  to 
ca[iac::y  to  iv^riii.n.-r.en-i   a  t'U*ine>*   iraii*ci'-tion.  are  now, 
proj^aJiiy,  eitr.er  *Wa'\  «>r  -^»  enu-eliliJ  in  mind  and  body  as  t 
11  n fit  to  give  evIdfTK-e.     WlKtluT  ilii?  l»e  s*>  or  not,  it  is  ce 
that  much  valuable  ai:d  material  evidimv-  has  l>een  swept  x 
by  the  great  laj**  of  time,  and  tliu^  the  cvun  has  been  depri 
by  the  la«-hf->  of  the  o»mjiIainani>.  of  iht^  mt:ans  of  asceitai 
the  truih.  and,  e>n.-*ejuently,  of  doing  ju>tii'e.     It  is  no  injo 
tii  a  •ruiti>r  to  fleny  Idni  a  hraring  when   it  apiiears  that,  b; 
own  la^'h'::?,  iie  iia»  rendered  it  im{H.>rsible  for  the  court  to  do 
ju-tif-e  to  l>«»th  |farties. 

The  claim  ina<le  in  thir  ^tiHi*  is  exi.^ptioually  stale.     I  can 
no  instance  in  which  one  so  rt-niarkable  for  its  antiquity  has 
Urfore  been  presented  for  judirial  approval,  and  I  think  it  she 
for  that  reason  alone,  Ix;  held  to  Ix?  barred. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustaiuetl.  with  costs. 
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itfiidcil,  is  void,  first,  be«iuse  it  is  in  fact,  though  not  in 
,  the  iloiH]  of  a  oor[K)ration  that  had  no  authority  to  make  it, 
he  pur|>oso  for  which  it  was  made ;  and  second,  because  it  is 
instrument,  by  wliich  the  olliwrs  of  the  (M)rporation,  in  whose 
alf  it  was  made,  have  attempted  to  eflt^'t  a  misappropriation 
its  assets  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the  creditors.  ^  The  leading 
'ts  are  ahuost  entirely  fr(H}  from  doubt  or  dispute.     The  mort- 
i^^e  l)ears  date  Fel)ruary  26th,  1874,  and  was  made  by  Willie 
i.  Tenney  to  the  complainants.     Just  prior  to  its  date  the  coni- 
dainants  were  the  owners  of  first  mortgage  bonds  of  the  Chicago, 
Danville  and  Vincennes  Railroad  Company,  to  the  amount  of 
S29S,(.)00,  upon  which  default  in  the  payment  of  interest,  due 
(>(!tolK*r  1st,  1873,  had  been  made.     The  officers  of  the  railroad 
coni]>any,  for  the  j)urpose  of  maintaining  themselves  in  the  con- 
trol of  the  road,  put  on  foot  a  scheme  by  which  they  hoped  to 
get  the  Ivondholdei'S  to  consent  to  accept  new  obligations  for  the 
interest  in  arrear.     Tiie  complainants  opiH>sed  the  Bchenie  with 
such  ctli'ct  that  the  olficers  of  the  railroad  («ra|iany  deemed  it 
advisable  to  purchase  their  l)onds.     Tiiey  agreed  to  pay  $253,300 
for  them,  in  four  instalments,  with  an  interval  of  six  months 
l)etwi^n  each  payment.     I'he  mortgage  in  suit  was  given  as  col- 
lateral securitv  for  the  pavmcnl  of  these  instalments.     The  rail- 
road  c<.^m])imy  ])aid  no  nmney  on  a(vount  of  the  purchase,  and 
no  other  security  was  given,  exi'ept  that  the  coniplainants  were  to 
retain  tin?  btmds  until  they  were  paid  for.     At  the  time  the  bonds 
wei*e  purchased,  the  mortgageil  premises  belonged  to  the  Silver 
Spring  Paper  Comj)any,  and  (instituted  nearly  the  whole  of  its 
assets.     The  st<X'k  of  the  paper  company  at  this  time  was  owned 
whollv   l)v  Amos  Tennev  and    William  1).  Judson,  and  their 
wives  and  children,  and  these  two  gentlemen  were  prominent  \ 
otlieors  in  lM>th  corporations,  Mr.  Tenney  being  the  president  and     \ 
treasurer,  and  Mr.  Judson  a  dii'cotor  of  the  i)jii)er  company,  and 
Mr.  Judson  Ix'ing  the  president,  and  Mr.  Tenney  a  director  of  the 
niilroad  company.     Hy  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale,  the 
railroad  company  agree<l  to  pnx'ure  the  paper  (H)mpany  to  exe- 
cute a  mortgage  to  the  complainants  for  $50,000,  as  collateral 
8*'curity  for  the  payment  of  the  price  of  the  bonds,  and  the  pa|)er 
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company,  afterwards,  adopteil  a  resolution  authorizing  the  execu- 
tion of  such  mortgage  to  the  complainants.     This  resolution  was 
subsequently  rescinded,  and  another  passed  authorizing  a  con- 
veyance of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  William  D.  Judson,  osten- 
sibly in  fulfilment  of  a  contract  of  sale,  for  a  consideration  of 
♦i60,000,  which,  the  resolution  stateil,  was  to  be  paid  or  satis- 
/actorily  secured.     This  resolution  was  aclopted  January  27th, 
1874,     On  this  last  date,  a  substitute  was  adopted  directing  a 
oonvqrance  to  be  made  to  Willie  A.  Tenney,  ap|>arently  in  exe- 
cution of  a  contract  of  sale.     Alx)ut  the  date  of  the  adoption  of 
thi^  last  resolution,  the  stockholders  of  the  p&per  company  exe- 
cuted   a  paper  to  the  complainants,  assenting  to  the  conveyance  to 
be    made  to  Tenney,  acknowledging  the  receipt,  by  the  pai)er 
^'^^  J>^my,  of  the  full  consideration  to  be  |>aid  by  Tenney,  and 
releasing  the  complainants  from  all  obligation  to  see  to  the  ])ay- 
'^^'^fc       securing  an  application  of  the  punrhanc-money.     Under 
^is   l^st  resolution,  the  mortgsiged  premises  were  conveyed  by  the 
P^P^r'    company  to  Willie  A.  Tenney,  who,  immediately  on  receiv- 
*°S  ti'ti.le,  executed  the  mortgage  in  suit  to  the  complainants,  and 
two  cJiays  afterwards  reconveycd  the  mortgagwl  ])retuises  to  the 
P^pe^r    company,  subject  to  the  mortgage.     The  mortgage  con- 
»orina    in  its  terms  to  the  requirements  of  the  contnict  of  sale  of 
^  t>onds,  made  by  the  complainants  with  the  mil  road  company. 
ihe   txrrangcment  between  Tenney  and  the  complainants  provides, 
^*^  ^^press  terms,  that  he  should  incur  no  personal  liability  by  the 
^xeciition  of  the  mortgage.     No  contract  of  «il<;  ever  existed  be- 
^«en  the  paper  company  and  Tenney.     The  whole  arrangement, 
^  ^ftr  as  they  were  concerned,  was  a  mere  artifice,  devised  to 
«ro^  around  the  execution  of  the  mortgagcj  a  very  thin  appear- 
*^^5e  of  legality.     The  assets  of  the  j>a|)er  com|)any,  at  this  time, 
^^  worth,  according  to  the  estimate  of  the  complainants,  about 
;^>000— other  estimates  put  them  at  a  much  lower  figure — and 
^^  liabilities  amounted  to  about  $35,000,  some  of  whicli  are  still 
^^Utanding  and  unpaid.   If  the  complainants'  estimate  is  accepted 
?**  correct,  and  the  mortgage  is  regarded  as  a  valid  instrument,  it 
^  ^uite  clear  that  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  plunged  the 
'^per  company  into  a  statt  of  hopeless  insolvency.     It  was  im- 
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possible  to  abstract  S50,000  from  its  available  means,  leaving  it 
but  §40,000  to  pay  its  debts  and  to  foster  its  business,  at  a  time 
MJien  almost  all  kinds  of  projwrty  were  rapidly  declining  in 
value,  witliout  producing  that  result.  The  railroad  company 
having  failed  to  pay  the  first  instalment  falling  due  under  their 
contract  in  the  purchase  of  the  Iwnds,  this  suit  was  brought  to 
com}>el  the  payment  of  the  mortg«ige. 

Both  the  complainants  and  the  pa|)er  com()any  are  corporations 
created  un<ler  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York.  Since  the 
<'ommencement  of  this  suit,  this  c*ourt  appointe<l  the  defendant 
Miller  receiver  of  the  ])ai)er  wmijMiny,  up<m  a  i)etition  by  certain 
of  its  creditors,  rcpresoniing  that  all  its  projwrty  was  located  in 
this  state,  that  it  had  sus|x-ndeKl  its  business  and  bci'ome  insolv- 
ent, and  that  a  receiver  had  l>een  duly  apjK)inted  in  New  York 
for  the  purpose  of  winding  it  up  and  making  an  tnjual  distribu- 
tion of  its  |>ropcrty.  He  was  sul>scquently  admitted,  on  order, 
as  a  defendant,  an<l  allowed  to  answer.  The  questions  in  dispute 
arise  mainlv  on  his  atiswer. 

The  I'omplainants  deny  the  receiver's  right  or  capacity  to  assail 
the  validity  of  their  mortgage,  their  (contention  being  that  he  sim- 
ply represents  the  corporation,  and  must  therefore  take  its  prop- 
erty sul)je(rt  to  all  such  charges  as  the  corporation  itself  would 
not  Ik?  permitted  to  gainsjiy.  This  contention,  it  will  be  observed, 
assumes  that  the  mortgage  is  valid  against  the  corjwration. 
Without  expressing  any  opinion  upon  that  question  now,  I  must 
say  that  I  do  not  think  it  is  true,  either  as  a  matter  of  fact  or 
law,  that  the  receiver  represents  only  the  corporation.  He  is  not 
created  l)y  the  corjwration,  nor  <loes  he  derive  his  {H>wer  or  his 
title  from  it,  but  he  is  brought  into  existence  by  the  same 
autiioiity  that  gave  life  to  the  corporation.  He  is  invested  with 
title  bv  the  act  of  the  law.  He  is  a  creation  of  the  law  for  the 
protection  of  the  rights  of  creditors,  and  nmst  necessarily  be 
clothed  with  their  attributes  and  equities  to  accomplish  the  pur- 
jK)se  of  his  creation.  He  represents  both  the  corporation  and  its 
creditors,  and  is  investeil  with  the  rights  and  powers  of  both>  80 
far  as  may  be  necessary  to  |)erform  his  functions. 

Independent  of  statutory  provision,  and  simply  as  a  matter  of 
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oomity,  tills  court  will  extend  its  aid  to  the  receiver  of  a  foreign 
^i^rporation,  for  tlie  purpose  of  enabling  hira  to  get  the  possession 
^>f  property  which  should,  in  equity,  be  applied  in  payment  of  its 
debta.  Bidlack  v.  Masm,  11  C.  E,  Gr.  230,  In  that  case,  a 
if*eceiver,  appointed  under  the  laws  of  New  York,  filed  a  bill,  in 
this  court,  asking  to  have  a  judgment  recovere<l  in  the  supreme 
<'ourt  of  this  state  against  the  corporation  which  lie  represented, 
»nd  a  sheriff's  sale  made  under  it,  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that 
the  judgment  was  fraudulent,  and  had  been  used  to  put  the  prop- 
<Tty  of  the  corjK)ration  beyond  the  reach  of  its  honest  creditors. 
-V.  receiver  was  appointed  to  take  possession  of  the  property  and 
bold  it  during  the  litigation.  By  express  provision,  foreign  cor- 
!>orations,  doing  business  in  this  state,  are  made  subject  to  all  the 
provisions  of  our  statute  con(»erning  corporations,  so  far  as  the  same 
<*i»n  be  applie<I  to  foreign  corjKjrations.  /Jet\  196  §  103,  The 
Mesign  of  this  enactment  seems  to  me  to  be  very  plain.  The 
*^«slative  design  was,  unquestionably,  to  confer  upon  this  court 
the  Same  powers,  in  respect  to  insolvent  corporations,  createil  by 
*oreigri  jurisdictions,  having  property  in  this  stiite,  that  it  exer- 
^**sed  over  insolvent  domestic  corj)onitions,  so  far,  at  least,  as  the 
*^xercise  of  such  powers  was  necessary  to  the  recovery  of  any 
•*^^ets,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  whicrh  should  go  in  discharg<' 
**^  debts.  Under  this  statute,  I  think  this  court  may  aj)|K)int  a 
^^^^^iver  auxiliary  to  the  proceeding  instituted  against  a  foreign 
^'^^poration,  in  the  state  which  created  it,  and  may  pro[)erly  in- 

"eat  him  with  the  same  powers,  so  far  as  they  are  necessary  to 

^^  Collection  and  recoverv  of  i(s  assets,  that  it  is  authorized  to 
^^^Ht  to  the  receiver  of  a  domestic  corporation.     And  I  think  it 

**  tK)und,  not  only  in  virtue  of  this  statute,  but  by  the  principles 
^  just  comity,  to  extend  to  him  the  same  remedies  and  rules 

/^  judgment,  in  the  recovery  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation,  that 
^ould  give  to  the  receiver  of  a  domestic  corpomtion. 
The  order  of  appointment  in  this  case  invests  the  defendant 

^^^th  the  full  measure  of  power  authorized  by  the  statute.     He  is 

&^€n  full  power  and  authority  to  demand,  sue  for,  collect,  receive 

'^'i  take  into  his  |>ossession  all  rights,  credits  and  property  of 

^very  description,  belonging  to  the  corporation  at  the  time  of  its 
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insolvency.  Under  a  much  less  comprehensive  grant  it  has  been 
decided  by  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals  that  a  receiver  ap- 
|>ointed  under  the  statute  providing  a  method  for  the  discovery 
of  property  belonging  to  a  judgment-debtor,  has  capacity  to 
maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  annul  a  sale  of  personal  property 
made  in  fraud  of  creditors,  or  to  remove  fraudulent  liens  placed 
thereon.  Miller  v.  Mackenzie^  2  Stew.  Eq.  291.  There  can  be  no 
doubt,  under  tiie  rule  established  by  tliis  adjudication,  that  it 
would  be  competent  for  the  receiver  in  this  case,  in  his  official 
character,  to  bring  a  suit  in  equity  to  nullify  the  mortgage  in 
question.  He  holds  the  title  to  the  mortgaged  premises;  he 
alone  has  a  right  to  their  possession,  and  he  alone  can  sell  and 
convey  tliem.  Adopting  an  argument  very  forcibly  put  in  the 
case  just  cited,  we  may  say  it  cannot  l)e  pretended,  if  the  mortga- 
gees were  in  possession,  that  this  receiver  could  not  maintain  an 
action  of  ejectment  against  them,  and  if  he  established  the  fact 
that  the  mortgage  was  a  fraud  upon  creditors,  that  he  would  not 
be  entitled  to  recover.  Why,  if  this  l»e  so,  is  he  to  be  confined 
to  such  action,  and  to  be  excluded  from  taking  his  case  before  a 
tribunal  that  is  com|)etent  not  only  to  adjudge  with  regard  to  his 
right  to  the  proj)erty,  but  also  to  remove  from  it  a  fraudulent  and 
pretended  claim,  which,  so  long  as  it  exists,  renders  it  unsalabht 
in  his  hands?  His  right  of  action  and  his  right  of  defence  are, 
in  this  instance,  in  my  apprehension,  reciprocal,  and  if  he  ha^ 
produced  sufficient  evidence  of  the  invalidity  of  the  mortgage  t«> 
entitle  him,  if  he  were  complainant,  to  a  decree  so  adjudging,  he 
is,  upon  the  same  evidence,  entitled  to  a  dec^ree  of  dismissal. 
Where  it  appears  that  a  corporation  is  attempting,  by  suit,  to  en- 
force a  contract  which  it  had  no  power  to  make,  and  the  con- 
tract, for  that  reason,  is  void,  the  defendant  may  avail  himself 
of  this  defence  by  answer.  Trenton  Mutual  Life  &  Fire  Jfw.  Q>. 
V.  McKelway,  1  Beas.  133. 

In  my  judgment,  the  receiver  stands  before  the  court  invested 
with  the  rights  and  equities  of  the  cre<litors  of  the  paper  com- 
pany, and  has  therefore  a  right  to  ask  judgment  against  this 
mortgage,  if  he  has  shown  that  it  was  executed  in  fraud  of  their 
rights. 
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Tliis  brings  us  to  the  question,  is  this  mortgage  a  valid  in.stru- 
laent  against  the  creditors  of  the  paper  company?     AihI    the 
creditors  here  meant  are  those  whose  claims  accrued  sul>sequent 
to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  as  well  as  those  whose  claims 
existed  at  its  date.     The  paper  company  was  formed  to  manu- 
facture paper,  and  to  vend  and  sell  the  same.     No  other  purpose 
or  object  is  expressed  in  its  certificate  of  incoqKjration.     Prior  to 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  it  had  no  business  relation,  con- 
nection or  transaction  with  the  railroad  company  or  the  com- 
plaioants.     A  foreign  corporation,  owning  lands  in  this  state, 
uiay,   under  our  statute,  convey  or  mortgage  them.     liei\  195 
I  99.     The  conveyance  by  the  paper  company  to  Tenney  was, 
in  everything  but  its  form,  a  mortgage.     The  title  was  put  in 
him  merely  to  enable  him  to  do  what  the  paper  company  wanted 
to  do  itselfi  but  what  it  could  not  do  it.selt*  without  having  the 
papers  display  upon  their  face  the  rank  illegality  of  the  transac- 
^on.    The  conveyance  to  him  was  an  artifice  invented  to  hide 
the  real  nature  of  the  transaction.     The  complainants,  if  not  par- 
ticipatitsin  the  invention  of  this  crookeil  scheme,  aceepled  their 
niortgage  with  full  knowledge  of  it.     The  evi(len(;e  on  this  point 
^  conclusive.     It  is  found,  first,  in  the  original  contract,  which 
provided  that   the  paper  company  should  execute  a  mortgage 
directly  to  the  complainants;  second,  in  the  terms  of  the  mort- 
S^ge  itself — for  if  the  complainants  had  for  one  moment  supposed 
^nat  Tenney  was  an  actual   purchaser,  and  had,  in  goo<l  faith, 
^reed  to  pay  $150,000  for  the  mortgaged  premises,  it  cannot  lie 
Wieved  that  they  would,  without  consideration,  have  relieve<l 
***ni  from  all  personal  liability  for  the  mortgage  debt.     Why 
^'Jould  they  ?     In  that  case  he  would  have  been  bound,  in  law 
^Dd  honor,  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money,  and  they 
could  have  had  no  possible  motive  or  reason  for  relieving  him, 
S^tuitously,  from  any  part  of  his  obligation.     But  if  they  under- 
*^  that  he  was  used  simply  as  an  instrument  in  a  scheme  to 
accomplish,  by  indirection,  what  the  paper  company  could  not 
do  directly,  then  it  is  easy  to  understand  their  conduct.     And, 
^W,  in  the  fact  that  the  complainants  accepted  an  assent,  exe- 
cuted to  themselves  by  the  stockholders  of  the  pai)er  company, 
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assenting  to  tiie  conveyance  to  Tenney,  and  releasing  the 
plainaots  from  all  obligation  to  see  to  the  payment  or  ap 
tion  of  the  purchase- money.     It  is  im]K)ssible  to  misuuder 
the  meaning  of  these  facts,  or  to  misinterpret  their  force. 

The  validity  of  tins  mortgage  is  indefensible  except  o: 
theory  that  it  was  within  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  | 
company  to  donate  the  half  or  the  whole  of  its  property  t 
railroad  company,  regardless  of  the  rights  of  its  creditors  c 
public.  It  is  clear  it  i)ossessed  no  such  power,  and  if  it  ha 
tempted  to  do  so,  by  open  and  direct  means,  its  act  would 
been  so  conspicuously  tiltra  vires  as  to  strip  it  of  the  least  ap 
ance  of  validity.  It  is  a  cardinal  rule  of  the  law  of  corpon 
that  a  corporation  crciited  by  statute  can  exercise  no  p 
and  has  no  rights,  except  such  as  are  expressly  given  or  i 
sarily  implied.  Huntington  v.  Savings  Bankj  96  U.  S. 
Grant  on  Corp.  IS ;  Ang,  &  Ames  on  Corp,  §  111 ;  G 
llrice  20.  This  rule,  for  a  long  time,  has  formed  part  o: 
statutory  system.  R,  S,  ISO  §  S ;  Rev.  177  %  S ;  Tt 
Mutual  Life  &  Fire  Ins,  Co,  v.  McKelwai/y  1  Beas.  ISS. 
<*an  the  powers  of  a  corporation  be  in  the  slightest  degn 
largedo.r  extended  by  the  assent  of  its  stockholders,  or  b; 
action  they  liiiry  tal«Ji — ittSlack  v.  Delaware  and  Raritan  ( 
Co.,  9  C  E.  Gr.  Jf/jo,  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals  affi 
that  no  majority  of  stockholders,  however  large,  has  a  ri^ 
divert  one  cent  of  the  joint  capital  to  any  purix)se  not  cons 
with  and  growing  out  of  the  original  fundamental  purj)ose  < 
corporation.  And  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  State 
recently  declared,  following  a  judgment  of  the  house  of  Ion 
which  the  |)resent  lord  chancellor  (Selborne)  and  the  late 
chancellor  (Cairns),  and  Lords  Chelmsford,  Hatherly  and  O'E 
concurred,  that  the  broad  doctrine  is  now  established  tliat  a 
tract,  not  within  the  scope  of  the  powers  conferred  on  a  oor 
tion,  cannot  be  made  valid  by  the  consent  of  every  one  c 
shareholders,  nor  can  it,  by  any  partial  performance,  becono 
foundation  of  a  right  of  action.  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  , 
Co.,  101  U.  8.  71.  While  it  must  be  admitted  that 
doctrine    has    not    received    the    sanction    of   every    en 
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judge  who  has  been  called   upon  to  enforce  it,  yet  I  think 

'^  's  now  vouched  for  by  such  august  authority,  and  is  so  raani- 

^*'y  8upporte<l  by  sound  reason  and  the  highest  considerations 

*^'  lH)Iicy,  that  it  must  hereafter  be  accepted,  universally,  as  ex- 

P'^saing  the  true  rule  of  judgment  in  such  cases. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  powers 

^*  ^he  paper  company  to  donate  the  half  of  its  property,  or  to  do 

^'^^t  was  practically  the  same  thing,  to  make  a  gratuitous  pledge 

^^  its  property  for  the  debt  of  another  corporation.     Nor  do  I 

^'•ink  it  could  do  by  indirection  what  it  was  incompetent  to  do 

^'irectly. 

There  is  another  im|>ortant  principle  which  I  think  it  is  my  duty 

^^  enforce  in  deciding  tiiis  case.    Equity  regards  the  property  of  a 

^^*T>oration  as  a  fund  held  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  its  debts, 

^^d  if  others  tha'a  bona  fide  creditors  of  the  corporation,  or  pur- 

^'' Nassers,  possess  themselves  of  it,  they  take  it  charged  with  this 

^'"*ist,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce  against  them.     This 

'^   now  a  welI-recognize<l  rule  of  equity  jurisprudence,  and  the 

^^^Urts  of  no  state  have  enforced  it  with  more  firmness  than  those 

^*^  tlie  state  which  gave  corporate  entity  to  both  of  these  corpora- 

^^ons.     Baiilett  v.  Ih*ew^  o7  N,  Y.  587  ;  Ixtwreyiee  v.  Nelsojiy  21 

^-  K  158 ;  McLaren  v.  Pennington^  1  Paige  103 ;  NdUum  v. 

^^hiUockj  3  Edw,  Ch.  215  ;  S,  C.  on  appeal,  0  Paige  102  ;   Our- 

''^H  V.  State  of  ArkansaSy  15  How,  oOJf, ;    Wood  v.  Dummer,  3 

-'/awn  SOS ;  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  17  Wall.  610 ;  Field  on  Corp. 

The  same  principle,  in  a  more  amj)lified  form,  was  promul- 
©M  by  Chancellor  Williamson,  in  Redmond  v.  Dickerson,  1 
^W.J(?7.     In  that  case  one  of  the  directors  of  a  corporation 
*^  purchased  certain  machinery  for  it  at  one  price,  and  after- 
^rfs  charged  it  to  the  corporation  at  an  advance  of  $10,000. 
Inis  chai^  was  made  with  the  consent  of  the  other  directors, 
^,  with  the  director  who  made  the  purchase,  held  all  the  stock 
^  the  corporation.      The  chancellor  was  convinced   that   the 
♦^0,000  had  been  divided  among  all  the  directoi-s.     The  validity 
tf  this  remarkable  transaction  was  attempted  to  be  defended  on 
j^l       ^ground  that  nobody  was  harmed  by  it;  that  inasmuch  as  the 
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directors  owned  all  the  stock,  and  they  consented,  no  one  else  had 
sufficient  interest  to  entitle  them  to  be  heard.  But  the  chan- 
cellor very  pertinently  asked : 

"  Were  not  the  public  interested  ?  Why  did  the  charter  require  a  certain 
amount  of  money  to  be  paid  in  as  capital,  upon  which  the  company  were  to  do 
business  ?  Was  it  not  for  the  protection  of  the  public,  with  whom  the  com- 
pany were  to  obtain  credit  and  to  deal  ?  *  *  *  Did  it  make  no  difference, 
though  these  directors  were  the  sole  stockholders,  whether  the  capital  was  ini- 
providently  diminished  or  safely  guarded  and  preserved  as  a  fund  for  the 
future  operations  of  the  company?  Was  it  not  a  breach  of  trust  for  the 
directors  so  to  speculate  on  the  capital,  for  their  individual  benefit,  as  to  lessen 
the  security  which  the  legislature  intended  to  provide  for  the  protection  of 
their  dealers  and  the  business  community?  The  directors  of  a  corporation 
cannot  speculate  with  its  funds  or  its  credit,  and  take  to  themselves  the  profits 
of  their  ventures.  Even  if  they  are  the  only  persons  interested  as  8tockholiier>. 
still  they  have  no  right  to  do  so,  for  such  transactions  are  opi)osed  to  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  cannot,  in  any  manner,  be  countenanced  in  a  court  of  equity/* 

No  argument  is  necessary  to  apply  these  views  to  the  case  in 
hand,  nor  to  show  the  pertinency  of  the  principle  above  adverted 
to.  The  complainants  are  in  no  sense  bona  fide  creditors  or  pur- 
chasers of  the  paper  company.  They  reached  their  present 
position  by  a  very  devious  path.  They  took  their  mortgage  with 
full  knowledge  that,  as  against  creditors,  its  execution  was  an  in- 
sidious attempt  to  divert  the  property  of  the  paper  company  from 
its  legitimate  uses.  Indeed,  I  think  it  would  be  difficult  to 
imagine  a  transaction  more  subversive  of  everything  like  safety 
and  security  in  the  management  and  use  of  corporate  property 
than  the  one  brought  in  judgment  here. 

Whether  the  assent  of  the  stockholders  to  the  conveyance  to 
Tenney  will  conclude  them  in  case  more  money  should  be  real- 
ized from  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  than  shall  be  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  debts  of  the  paper  company,  does  not  fall  within 
the  province  of  this  court  to  consider  or  decide.  So  far  as  now 
appears,  no  citizen  of  this  state  is  interested  as  a  creditor.  This 
court  is  therefore  only  required  to  exert  an  auxiliary  jurisdiction. 
It  is  only  required  to  put  its  power  in  motion,  so  far  as  may  be 
necessary  to  put  the  property  of  the  corporation,  located  in  this 
state,  in  such  form  that  it  can  be  readily  and  conveniently 
administered,  and,  after  that  is  done,  to  transmit  it  to  the  proj>er 
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offioer,  appointed  by  the  courts  of  the  state  of  New  York,  to  be 
tlier^  administered  and  distributed  according  to  law. 

r  am  of  opinion  that  the  mortgage  sued  on  is  without  force  or 
valic3ity  against  the  receiver.  The  bill  must,  therefore,  be  dis- 
miasied,  with  costs. 


Samuel  B,  Redman 

V. 


Thk2"  Philadelphia,  Marlton  and  Medford  Railroad 

Company. 

Tb^i,t  section  of  the  general  railroad  law  which  authorizes  a  railroad  corpo- 
ratiotm  to  enter  on  lands  and  begin  constructing  their  road,  after  paying  into 
tlie  circuit  court  of  the  county  where  the  lands  lie,  the  amount  awarded,  pend- 
ing tli.«ir  appeal  from  such  award,  is  unconstitutional  in  that  compensation, 
or  a  tender  thereof  to  the  land-owner,  does  not  precede  the  use  and  occupation 
of  his  lands ;  and  for  want  of  such  tender  he  may  enjoin  the  company  from 

entering  upon  his  lands  and  constructing  their  road  thereon. 


On  motion  for  injuuction.     Heard  on  bill  and  order  to  show 
<-au8e,  no  answer  being  made. 

^^.  8.  H.  Orey,  for  complainant. 

^f*  Peter  L.  VoorheeSj  for  defendants. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

Tbe  defendants  are  a  railroad  corporation,  organized  under  the 
general  railroad  law,  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  railroad 
from  Haddonfield,  in  the  county  of  Camden,  to  Medford,  in  the 
^^^^^ty  of  Burlington.  The  complainant  owns  a  farm  in  the 
<^nfcy  of  Camden,  situated  on  the  line  of  the  projected  road, 
wiflg  tioable  to  ngree  with  him  for  the  purcliase  of  a  right  of 
^y  through  the  farm,  the  defendants  procured  commissioners  to 
^  appointed  to  appraise  the  value  of  his  Umd  and  assess  his 
ilamages.  The  commissioners'  report  awards  him  $2,544.  The 
^lefeodanta  lisve  appealed.    They  have  not  paid  the  complainant 
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the  sum  awarded,  nor  tendered  or  offered  to  pay  it^  but 
paid  it  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  county  of  Camden,  uu< 
order  directing  that  it  shall  remain  there  to  abide  the  res 
the  appeal  or  the  further  order  of  the  court.  In  this  posti 
affairs,  the  defendants  took  possession  of  the  complainant's 
in  spite  of  his  resistance,  and  are  now  proceeding  with  the 
of  constructing  their  road  thereon.  He  now  appeals  t 
court  to  protect  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  property, 
compensation  shall  be  made  to  him  for  it.  He  has  always 
willing  to  accept  the  sum  awarded  by  the  commissioner 
allow  the  defendants  to  take  tlie  lands  condemned. 

If  the  defendants'  appropriation  of  the  complainant's 
constitutes  a  taking  of  private  property  by  a  private  corpoi 
without  compensation  first  made  to  the  owner,  there  can 
doubt  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  to  the  comph 
the  protection  he  seeks.  Browning  v.  Camden  and  Woo 
R.  jB.  Co.,,  3  Or,  Ch.  4,7 ;  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  R.  j 
V.  Jei^aey  City  and  Hoboken  H.  R.  R,  Cb.,  5  C.  E,  Gi 
Mettler  v.  Easton  and  Amboy  R.  R.  Co.,  10  C,  E,  Gr. 
Morris  and  Essex  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Hudson  Tunnel  R,  R,  Co.,  16 

The  defendants  claim  that  their  act  in  appropriating  the 
plainant's  lands,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  was  auth 
by  law.  Tlieir  warrant  is  found  in  the  last  clause  of  th( 
teenth  section  of  the  general  railroad  law,  which  provides  t 
case  any  company  incorporated  under  this  act  shall  appeal 
the  finding  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  appraise 
assess,  then  the  said  company  shall,  on  jmyment  of  the  ai 
so  assessed  or  found  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  county 
the  lands  taken  lie,  be  empowered  to  enter  upon  and  take 
session  of  said  lands,  and  proceed  with  the  work  of  constri 
its  road.  Rev.  929  §  101.  This  clause  did  not  form  pi 
the  original  act  (P.  L.  of  1873  p.  88),  but  was  added  by  ai 
ment.  P.  L.  of  1877  p.  19e.  The  twelfth  section  of  tl 
provides  that  after  the  report  of  the  commissioners  shall 
been  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  whej 
lands  taken  lie,  and  on  payment  or  tender  of  the  aj 
awarded,  as  thereinafter  provided,  the  corporation  shall  I 
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powered  to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  the  lands  con- 
demned.    Rev.  928  §  100.     The  directions  of  the  two  sections 
just  referred  to  upon  this  subject,  stood,  in  the  original  act,  in 
exact  harmony.    The  twelfth  directed  that  on  payment  or  tender 
of  the  sum  awarded,  the  corporation  should   have  the  rigiit  of 
appropriation;    while  the   tliirteenth   provided    that   in  case  a 
tender  was  made,  and  the  land-owner  refused    to  accept,  the 
money  should  be  paid  into  court,  and  thereupon  the  corporation 
should  be  empowered  to  take  possession. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  tlie  law  stood  now  in  its  original 
form,  the  act  of  the  defendants  would  be  without  legal  warrant. 
DTnder  the  original  act,  except  they  paid  the  sum  awarded,  or 
nna.de  a  tender  of  it,  they  acquired  no  right.  The  introduction 
c^f*  the  new  clause,  by  amendment,  shows  conclusively,  I  think, 
th^fct  the  legislature  intended  thereby  to  prescribe  a  new  and 
d  iflTerent  rule  from  that  prescribed  by  the  original  act.  Any 
3t.t:«mpt,  therefore,  to  read  the  new  provision  so  as  to  make  it 
harmonize  with  the  old  and  express  the  same  idea  must,  I  think, 
P**ove  futile.  The  new  enactment,  as  I  understand  it,  says 
l^l^inly  that  if  the  corporation  appeal  from  the  finding  of  the 
^^^^rnmissioners,  they  shall  be  authorized,  on  paying  the  money 
*^to  court,  and  without  making  payment  or  tender  to  the  land- 
^"^^ner,  though  he  is  known  and  of  full  capacity,  and  his  title  is 
^^^questioned,  to  appropriate  his  lands. 

Is  this  enactment  a  law — in  other  words,  is  it  within  the  scope 
^f  the  powers  conferred   by  the  constitution  upon   the  legisla- 
ture?   Under  every  form  of  government,  private  pro|>erty  may 
^  taken  for  public  use.     The  constitution  of  this  state  imposes 
^Wo  important  restrictions  upon  the  exercise  of  this  power.    The 
fi^t  is  found  in  the  bill  of  rights,  and  onlains  that  "  private 
property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compen- 
^tion;*'  and  the  second  is  found  in  that  part  of  the  constitu- 
Son  which  limits  the  power  of  the  legislature.     It  ordains  that 
'^individuals  or  private  corporations  shall  not  be  authorized  to 
*»ke  private  property  for  public  use,  without  just  compensation 
first  made  to  the  owners.'^     The  first  was  intended  to  regulate 
'he  right  of  the  state,  whether  the  power  is  exercis^e*)  by  the  state 
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for  its  own  j)urpo8es,  or  by  a  municipal  corporation  for  its 
]>oses,  under  the  authority  of  tlie  state ;  and  the  second  wa« 
tended  to  limit  tlie  power  of  the  legislature  in  granting  the  i 
to  such  bodies  as  the  defendants.  It  is  the  last  regulation  w 
must  govern  my  action  in  this  case.  Its  meaning,  to  my  no 
is  perfectly  obvious;  indeed,  it  is  its  own  expositor.  \\ 
this  is  the  case,  reasoning  and  illustration  have  no  office.  \ 
is  already  |>erfectly  clear  and  plain  cannot  be  made  more  » 
any  process  of  demonstration.  As  a  general  rule,  any  atte 
in  that  direction  is  more  likely  to  obscure  than  elucidate. 
])rovision  under  consideration  plainly  ordains  that  compensa 
shall  precede  appropriation;  and  if  the  legislature,  in  this  er 
ment,  have  not  observed  this  direction,  they  have  transcei 
their  power. 

Such,  I  think,  has  been  the  uniform  construction  given  to 
clause  by  both  the  legislative  and  judicial  departments  of  the] 
ernment.  I  think  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  find  a  single  insts 
before  the  present,  where  the  legislature,  since  the  adoptio; 
the  ])re8ent  constitution,  have  granted  to  a  private  corporj 
the  power  to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  excep 
condition  that  payment  or  tender  of  compensation  should 
cede  appropriation,  if  the  person  entitled  to  it  was  known 
of  full  capacity,  and  his  title  was  free  and  unquestioned.  T 
may  be  such  instances ;  but  if  they  exist,  it  is  certain  the  p< 
thus  granted  has  never  been  exercised  in  defiance  of  the  wil 
the  land-owner.  Under  charters  containing  the  condition  al 
mentioned,  the  courts  of  this  state  have  repeatedly  held  that 
corj)oration  acquired  no  right  to  appropriate  the  lands  until  c 
})ensation  was  first  made,  either  by  payment  or  tender.  Stai 
Camden  and  Atlantic  R,  R.  Co,y  4  Zab.  o9!2,  598;  Meiler  v.  Ec 
and  Amboy  R,  R,  Co.,  S  Vr.  222  ;  Morris  and  Essex  R.  R. 
V.  Hudson  Tannel  R.  R,  Co.,  10  C  E.  Gr.  384,;  Mettle 
Eistoji  and  Amboy  R.  R.  Co.,  Id,  214,,  Tender,  if  the  m( 
is  refused,  is  regarded  as  equivalent  to  payment.  Dough 
SomerviUe  and  Easton  R.  R.  Co,,  1  Zab,  44^  I  Mercer 
Somerset  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Delaware  and  Bound  Brook  R.  i2. 
11  C.  E.  Or.  4^4'     Compensation  is  not  made  in  fact  in  i 
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<"ise,  because  the  person  entitled  to  it  will  not  accept  it.     But  it 
js  ill  law.     It  is  his  fault  that  it  is  not  made  in  fact,  and  he  can- 
not therefore  be  heard  to  urge  his  own  wrong  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  the  right  of  the  corporation. 

Chancellor  Halsted,  in  Doughty  v.  Somerville  and  Easton  /?. 
/?-    <rb.,  3  Hal.  Ch.  Sly  held  distinctly  that  if  the  charter  under 
<-<.>nsi<leration  in  that  case  authorized  tlie  railroad  company  to 
take  possession  of  the  complainant's  lands,  without  first  making 
/•otnpensation,  either  by  payment  of  the  sum  awarded  by  the 
I'Om  niissioners  or  making  tender  of  it,  it  was,  in  that  respect, 
unconstitutional  and  void.     Mr,  Justice  Depue,  in  Loweree  v. 
yetonrky  9  Vr,  161y  in  defining  the  difference  as  to  the  time  when 
<'^nij>ensation    must   be   made,  under   the   two   clauses   of  the 
<^nstitution  above  quoted,  said  where  private  property  is  taken 
by  the  state,  or  by  a  munici|)al  corporation   by  authority  of 
the  state,  compensation  need  not  precede  actual  appropriation ; 
but  where  it  is  taken  by  individuals  or  a  private  corporation,  by 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  there  compensation 
*^ust  precede  occupancy.     These  utterances  merely  reiterate  what 
^he  constitution  declares  with    the  utmost  plainness  and  sim- 
plicity. 

I  do  not  think  the  validity  of  this  enactment  can  be  vindi- 
<^t€d,  on  the  ground  that  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  define 
^hat  shall  be  considered  making  compensation  under  this  clause, 

• 

^  Without  restriction,  and  tiiat  it  is  therefore  competent  for  it  to 
Ware  that  the  payment  of  the  money  into  court,  or  to  any 
^ther  agency  of  government,  or  to  an  indifferent,  responsible 
third  person,  shall  be  considered  a  compliance  with  this  provision 
^t  the  constitution.  Such  an  interpretation  seems  to  me  much 
"^ore  like  an  evasion  than  even  a  subtle  construction.  The 
<x)mmaiid  of  the  constitution  is  that  compensation  shall  be  made 
^^  the  owner  ;  that  is,  that  the  money  shall  become  his,  and  that 
"6  shall  have  the  same  dominion  over  it  that  he  had  over  the 
*^^  before  it  became  the  property  of  the  corporation,  and  not 
"»*t  the  money  shall  be  made  secure  to  him,  or  that  it  shall  be 
placed  in  the  eastody  of  the  law  or  impounded  for  his  benefit. 
The  manifest  purpose  of  the  framers  of  the  constitution  was  not 
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to  give  the  parties  reciprocal  or  concurrent  rights,  but  to  give 
precedence  and  superiority  to  that  of  the  land-owner.  They 
meant  that  until  he  had  his  compensation  in  his  hand,  provided 
he  was  willing  to  accept  it,  the  corporation  should  acquire  no 
right  to  the  possession  of  his  land.  This  enactment,  if  enforced^ 
will  subvert  that  purpose,  and  it  is  therefore,  in  my  judgment,^ 
without  constitutional  warrant  and  void. 

I  am  fully  aware  of  the  gravity  of  the  question  submitted  for 
judgment,  and  that  the  conclusion  I  have  reached  is  one  that 
should  not  be  formed  without  very  careful  deliberation.  But  I 
am  80  thoroughly  persuaded,  by  full  reflection  and  careful  ex- 
amination, that  this  enactment  transcends  the  power  committed 
to  the  legislature  by  the  constitution,  that  I  cannot  hesitate  to 
say  so. 

An  injunction  must  go,  prohibiting  the  defendants  fronx 
appropriating  the  lands  condemned,  until  they  shall  have  first 
paid  the  compensation  awarded  by  the  commissioners,  or  such 
other  as  may  be  found  by  a  jury. 


Margaret  Foley  et  al. 

V. 

Edwin  R.  Kirk. 

1.  To  compel  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of  written  inatmmentSy  which 
have  spent  their  force  and  are  mere  nullities,  but  which,  left  in  an  uncanoeled 
state,  may  becloud  a  title,  or  be  used  for  dishonest  purposes,  is  an  ancient  and 
well-established  head  of  equity  jurisprudence.  A  court  of  equity  will  assume 
jurisdiction  and  compel  the  surrender  of  the  instrument,  or  limit  its  o^e  to 
such  purjioses  as  may  seem  to  it  to  be  equitable,  when  a  suit  at  law  is  already 
pending,  if  it  shall  appear  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  instrument  may 
not  be  used,  in  such  suit,  for  a  dishonest  or  inequitable  purpose. 

2.  The  question  whether  a  deed  was  intended,  by  the  parties  thereto,  to 
operate  as  a  mortgage  or  as  an  absolute  conveyance,  is  one  that  a  common  law 
court  can  neither  hear  nor  determine.  It  is  a  question  belonging  exclosiTely 
to  equity  tribunals,  and  over  which  common  law  tribunals  have  no  jurisdic^ 
tion  whatever. 
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3.  It  is  a  uniyersal  principle  that  a  purchase,  at  a  tax  sale  bj  one  whose 
duty  it  was  to  pay  the  taxes,  shall  operate  only  as  an  extinguishment  of  the 
tax.  One  man  can  acquire  no  rights  against  another  by  a  neglect  of  a  duty 
which  he  owes  to  the  other. 

4.  Where  a  party,  lawfully  in  the  possession  of  land,  under  a  title  which 
turns  out  to  be  defective,  makes  permanent  improvements,  in  good  faith,  before 
lie  has  notice  that  his  title  is  defective,  which  materially  increases  the  value 
of  the  inheritance,  and  the  actual  owner  afterwards  seeks  relief  against  him 
in  equity,  relief  will  not  be  given  except  upon  equitable  terms. 


On  final  hearing  on  bill,  answer  and  proofs  taken  before  a 
master. 

JUr.  Charles  H.  Winfield  and  Mr.  Peter  Bentley,  for  complain- 
ants. 

JIfr.  Joseph  D.  Bedle,  for  defendant. 


'he  Vice-Chancellor. 

The  principal  object  of  the  bill  in  this  case  is  to  compel  the 
^^^^ndant  to  surrender,  for  cancellation,  five  declarations  of  sale, 
^^  ich  the  complainants  allege  were,  long  ago,  fully  paid,  and 
**"^>  consequently  without  legal  force,  but  which  they  say  the  de- 
ie4^<3ant  intends,  wrongfully,  to  put  in  evidence  against  them  on 
ta^  trial  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  they  have  brought 
^S^^inst  him,  and  that  their  production  in  evidence  will  very 
^^iously  imperil  their  just  rights. 

The  facts  material  to  the  controversy,  which  are  either  ad- 
mitted or  so  fully  proved  as  to  be  beyond  dispute,  may  be  stated 
^  follows: 

Ann  Stanton  died  intestate,  in  1843,  seized  in  fee  of  two  lots 

^f  land  situate  in  the  city  of  Hoboken.     She  died  without  leav- 

i^g  issue,  but  leaving  a  husband,  and  two  brothers  and  a  sister. 

^  child  was  born  to  her  and  her  husband,  which  died  in  infancy, 

80  that,  on  her  death,  her  lands  descended  to  her  two  brothers 

^^d  her  sister,  subject  to  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  her  husband. 

Her  husband,  John  Stanton,  conveyed  the  lands  of  which  she 

died  seized  to  his  brother,  William  Stanton,  by  deed  dated  July 

^5th,  1846.      William   Stanton,  after  he  acquired  John's   life 
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♦-State,  negleete<l  to  jwy  a  tax  of  SI  4.93,  assessed  against  one  of 
lots  for  the  year  1858,  and  on  the  16th  of  May,  1859,  the 
the  proper  municipal  authority  s<»1d  this  lot  to  one  Ebeneaer 
Afontague,  for  the  amount  of  the  tax  and  costs,  for  the  term  of 
nine  hundred  years,  and  Issued  a  declaration  of  sale.  The  same 
lot  was  again  sold,  to  the  same  purchaser,  for  a  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1860,  for  the  tax  of  the 
year  1859,  and  also  for  a  sewer  assessment  of  $64.23.  Declara- 
tions of  sale,  in  execution  of  these  sales,  were  also  issued.  On 
the  same  day  the  other  lot  was  sold,  to  the  same  purchaser,  for  a 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  for  the  tax  of  1859,  and  likewise  for  a 
sewer  assessment  of  $66.43.  Declarations  of  sale  were  also  issued 
upon  these  sales.  The  total  amount  of  the  taxes  and  assessments 
for  which  these  sales  were  made,  was  $180.42. 

Some  time  in  the  year  1861,  William  Stanton  applied  to  one 
Henry  Thomas,  who  resided  at  Utica,  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
to  make  him  a  loan  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  pay  off 
or  purchase  Montague's  claims  under  the  tax  sales.  Thomas  con- 
sented to  do  so,  and  afterwards  paid  Montague  $300  in  satisfactioo 
of  his  claim.  The  amount  so  paid  to  Montague  was  n^otiated 
wholly  by  Thomas  and  Montague.  Stanton  took  no  part  in  it, 
nor  was  he  consulted  about  it.  Prior  to  this  time,  Thomas  had 
paid  Stanton's  debts,  advancing  a  considerable  sum  for  that  pur- 
pose. Immediately  after  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  Montague  was 
agreed  on,  Stanton  requested  Thomas  to  accept  a  mortgage  for 
the  whole  of  his  indebtedness  to  him,  including  not  only  his  pay- 
ment to  Montague,  but  also  his  payments  to  others.  This 
Thomas  declined  to  do,  but  insisted  on  having  an  absolute  con- 
veyance, "  so,"  to  quote  Thomas's  own  words,  "  that  I  could  see 
that  the  taxes,  the  interest,  and  so  on,  were  paid  in  the  future, 
but  I  told  him  I  would  give  him  any  kind  of  a  paper  that  could 
be  drawn,  to  secure  him  the  pro|)erty  back."  Stanton  assented 
to  this  arrangement,  and  in  execution  of  it,  on  the  21st  day  of 
Januar}',  1862,  conveyed  the  lots  in  question  to  Thomas,  by  deed 
absolute  on  its  face ;  and  Thomas,  on  the  same  day,  executed  an 
agreement,  under  seal,  agreeing  to  reconvey  the  lota  to  Stanton 
or  to  his  wife,  or  to  any  other  person  he  might  name,  on  being 
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his  debt.     The  agreement  provided  that  Stanton  should  re- 
possession of  the  lots  and  take  their  rents  and  issues^  and 
P^y^    all  taxes,  assessments  and  water  rents,  and  that  the  interest 
on    lib  debt  to  Thomas  should  be  paid  semi-annually,  and  that 
of  the  principal  should  be  paid  at  the  end  of  three  years, 
more  at  the  end  of  four  years,  and  the  balance  at  the  end 
o£  fi.'ve  years.     Two  days  afterwards  (January  23d,  1862),  Mon- 
tagva^  assigned  the  four  declarations  of  sale,  issued  to  him  A|>ril 
30th,  1860,  to  Thomas,  and  also  executed  a  deed  to  Thomas  for 
one   of  the  lots.     This  deed  states  on  its  face  that  it  was  executed 
for  -the  purpose  of  releasing  and  conveying  to  Thomas  any  right 
^lontague  may  have  acquired  by  his  purchase  of  the  lot  at  two 
^x  sales  theretofore  made  by  the  city  authorities,  one  February 
8th,  1858,  and  the  other  May  16th,  1859. 

On  the  24th  of  November,  1862,  William  Stanton,  by  a 
^^iting  under  his  hand  and  seal,  assigned  to  the  defendant  all  his 
rights  under  his  contract  with  Thomas  for  a  reconveyance  of  the 
\ot8,  and,  by  the  same  writing,  directed  Thomas  to  convey  tlie 
\ots  to  the  defendant.     The  defendant  swears  that  this  assign- 
^^Qt  was  made  in  execution  of  a  contract  he  had  made  with 
Stanton  for  the  purchase  of  the  lots,  with  other  lands,  at  the  price 
^f  $7,200,  $5,000  of  which  was  the  price  he  had  agreed  to  give 
for  these  two  lots.     He  further  testifies  that  he  fully  understood, 
when  he  made  the  purchase,  that  the  deed  made  by  Stanton  to 
Thomas  was  not  intended  to  have  effect  as  a  deed,  but  was  meant 
^  We  effect  as  a  mortgage,  and  that  he  paid  Thomas,  in  satis- 
faction of  the  debt  secured  by  the  deed,  out  of  the  purchase- 
Daoney  he  had  agreed  to  pay  to  Stanton,  the  sum  of  $2,580. 
Thomas,  in  fulfillment  of  his  contract  with  Stanton,  and  pursu- 
^t  to  the  directions  contained  in  the  assignment,  conveyed  the 
two  lots  to  the  defendant  by  deed  dated  January  10th,  1863. 
The  defendant  also  testified   that  the  five  declarations  of  sale 
issued  to  Montague,  and  also  the  deed  made  by  Montague  to 
Thomas,  were  delivered  to  him  with  the  deed  from  Thomas  to 
him,  and  as  parts  of  his  muniments  of  title. 

Hemy  ThoDDUis  is  the  only  person  now  living  who  took  part  in 
the  transaction  of  January,  1862,  when  Montague's  tax  titles 
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were  paid  or  purchased,  and  Stanton  executed  the  deed  to  Thomas. 
Montague,  Stanton,  and  the  lawyer  under  whose  direction  the 
business  was  done,  are  all  dead.  Mr.  Tliomas  has  been  examined 
as  a  witness.  He  swears  that  he  paid  the  taxes  to  Montague  ten 
the  benefit  of  Stanton's  family ;  that  the  amount  he  paid  was  in- 
cluded in  the  security  he  took  from  Stanton,  and  that  be  unde^ 
stood  the  tax  sales  were  to  be  canceled  at  once. 

John  Stanton,  the  life  tenant,  died  October  13th,  1877.  The 
complainants  are  either  heirs  at  law  of  Ann  Stanton  or  stand  in 
the  title  of  lier  heirs.  Shortly  after  John  Stanton's  death,  the 
c^omplainants  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  defend- 
ant, to  recover  i)Ossession  of  the  two  lots  of  which  Ann  Stantoc 
died  seized.  The  defendant  has  api)eared  and  interposed  a  plea 
and  in  this  case  he  has  made  no  attempt  to  deny  or  conceal  the 
fact  that  on  the  trial  of  tlie  action  of  ejectment,  he  intends  to  us( 
the  declarations  of  sale  as  evidence,  and  to  insist  that  they,  ii 
i*onnection  with  his  other  title  papers,  give  him  a  perfect  l^a! 
title  to  the  jxjssession  of  the  two  lots  in  controversy,  for  a  long 
term  of  years. 

To  compel  tJie  surrender  and  cancellation  of  written  instru- 
ments which  have  spent  their  force,  and  are  mere  nullities,  bui 
which,  left  in  an  uncanceled  state,  may  becloud  a  title,  or  be  usee 
for  diohonest  puriH)ses,  is  an  ancient  and  well-established  head 
of  equity  jurisprudence.  H  the  instrument  was  originally  valid 
l>ut  has,  by  subsequent  events,  surh  as  satisfaction,  or  |)ayment 
or  other  extinguisiiment,  become  fimctus  officio,  and  the  part) 
holding  it  refuses  to  surrender  or  cancel  it,  the  court  will  oompe 
its  surrender,  though  no  present  or  future  use  of  it,  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  complainant,  is  threatened ;  for,  in  such  case,  its  men 
existence  may  seriously  cloud  the  complainant's  title,  by  render- 
ing it  p<«sible  that  ultimately  it  may  be  used  to  overthrow  hii 
title,  when  the  facts  are  no  longer  capable  of  complete  proof,  o) 
have  become  involved  in  the  obscurities  of  time.  1  Slon/'a  Eq 
Jur.  §  703.  Equity  may  intervene,  even  if  the  instrument  i& 
void  by  matter  apparent  on  its  face,  and  would  be  so  held  at  law. 
But  it  will  not  arbitrarily  or  causelessly  change  the  forum  of 
litigation  when  an  action  at  law  is  already  pending,  and  ade- 
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quate  protection  can  be  given  in  that  forum,  but  if  adequate 

relief  cannot  be  given  at  law,  or  the  character  of  the  instrument 

is  such  that  the  court  can  see  that,  if  used  in  a  trial  at  law,  it  will 

he  liable  to  cause  embarrassment,  or  create  great  uncertainty,  or 

put  t\\e  party  against  whom  it  may  be  used  in  great  hazard  of 

losing  his  just  rights,  it  will  assume  jurisdiction  and  compel  the 

surrender  of  the  instrument,  or  limit  its  use  to  such  purposes  as 

'flay    seem  to  it  to  be  equitable.     All  that  is  required  to  justify  a 

'•<?8oi-t  to  equity,  when  a  suit  at  law  is  already  pending,  is,  that  it 

."^halX  ap|)ear  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  instrument  may  not 

^    i-msed  in  such  suit  for  a  dishonest  or  inequitable  purpose. 

Ha^arw^ton  v.  OummingSy  1  Johns,  Ch.  617 ;  Cornish  v.  Bryan, 

.  14jS;    MeOer's  Admra.  v.  Metier,  S  C.  E.   Or.  270 ; 

v.  MeOa^s  Admrs.  i  C.  E.  Or.  457;   Smith  v.  Smith,  S 

Sefcc?.  Eq.  56^. 

X^liere  can  be  no  doubt  about  what  will  be  the  line  of  defence 
W"i<ih  the  defendant  will  pursue  in  defending  the  action  of  eject- 
rocii^t.     He  will  insist  that  the  deed  from  Stanton  to  Thomas, 
bei^^g  absolute  on  its  face,  must,  according  to  settled  rules  of  law, 
be    given  effect  according  to  its  terms,  and  that  its  terms,  in  a 
cotciiDon  law  court,  ciiimot  be  changed  or  varied  by  proof  of  si 
V^ol  understanding  that  it  should  not  have  effect  as  an  absolute 
conveyance,  or  even  by  proof  of  a  cotemporaneous  written  agree- 
ment to  reconvey^    He  will  also  insist  that  as  Thomas  was  nevtr 
uader  any  duty  to  pay  the  taxes  and  assessments  for  which  the 
tax  sales  were  made,  he  had  an  indisputable  legal  right,  even 
^ft^  he  had  acquired  title  to  the  life  estate,  to  purchase  an  out- 
standing tax  title,  and  that  such  purchase  did  not  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  the  remainder-men,  nor  operate  as  an  extinguishment 
<^f  the  tax  title;  for  such  purchase  could,  in  no  sense,  be  charac- 
terized as  an  attempt  to  build  up  a  title  hostile  to  the  remainder- 
"ien,  on   his  own  default.      I  think  it  may  well   be  doubted 
^▼hether  the  purchase  of  a  tax  title,  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  could  be  regarded  in  a  court  of  law  as  a  violation  of  the 
principle  that  a  tenant  for  life  shall  not,  by  a  violation  of  his 
duty  to  pay  taxes,  be  permitted  to  acquire  the  estate  in  remainder. 
The  defendant  has  an  undoubted  right  in  a  court  of  law  to  stand 
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in  the  strength  and  vigi)r  of  Thomas^^  title,  as  shown  b^  the  tit] 
papers.  The  deed  from  Thomas  D:>  the  dete»Jant  passed  all  th 
rights  which  Thomas  hail,  whether  deriveil  from  ScaiitCMi  o 
Montague,  and  in  the  court  that  mnst  try  the  action  of  ejectmen 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  his  right  to  the  possesBioD  o 
the  land  in  dispute  adjudged  bj  what  is  written  in  his  titl 
papers,  and  not  by  what  the  parties  to  them  intended.  Th 
question  whether  tiie  deed  trom  Stanton  to  Thomas  was  inteode 
by  the  parties  to  be  a  mortgage,  or  au  absolute  conveyance,  i 
one  that  a  common  law  court  can  neither  hear  nor  determine 
That  is  a  question  belonging  exclusively  to  equity  tribunals,  an< 
over  which  common  law  tribunals  have  no  jurisdiction  whatevei 
And  so,  too,  the  very  important  question  in  this  case,  whether  th 
money  paid  by  Thomas  to  Montague  for  the  tax-titles,  was  th 
money  of  Stanton  or  of  Thomas,  or  was  subsequently  treated  b; 
the  parties  as  the  money  of  Stanton  by  incor(K>rating  it  in  tli 
debt  which  the  deed  was  given  to  secure,  is  one  that  the  cour 
which  must  try  tlie  action  of  ejectment  cannot  hear  and  adjudge 
And  yet  it  is  manifest,  at  a  glance,  tliat  any  judgment  respecting 
the  rights  of  tliese  parties,  which  is  not  lartrfr-ly  controlled  by  tin 
solution  which  these  questions  shall  rei.'eive,  must  fail  in  tin 
accomplishment  of  justice.  This  coasideration  is  decisive,  ii 
my  judgment,  as  to  the  power  and  duty  of  this  court. 

Tlie  decisive  question,  then,  on  the  merits,  is,  have  the  taxe 
on  which  the  declarations  of  sale  were  founded  been  paid,  so  tha 
the  declarations  have  lost  all  force  as  evidences  of  title  ?  Th< 
oral  evidence  on  this  branch  of  the  case  is  free  from  contradic 
tion.  It  comes  entirely  fn)m  one  source.  Mr.  Henry  Thoma; 
is  the  only  person  now  living,  so  far  as  is  known,  who  can  giv* 
any  information  respecting  it.  He  swears,  as  has  already  beei 
stated,  tiiat  he  paid  the  taxes  on  which  these  declarations  of  sal 
were  founded,  for  the  benefit  of  Stanton's  family,  and  that  th 
amount  he  so  paid  was  afterwards  included  in  the  security  h 
took  from  Stantr>n.  If  this  evidence  is  believed,  the  declaration 
of  .Hale  poasess,  in  equity,  no  more  force  as  evidences  of  title  thai 
so  many  pieces  of  blank  paiier.  It  is  true  they  were  not  can 
celed  when  the  taxes  were  |>aid,  as  Mr.  Thomas  says  it  wa 
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understood  they  should  be ;  on  the  contrary,  they  were  trans- 

fex-red  to  Mr.  Thomas.     But  it  is  quite  clear,  I  think,  that  the 

tr^ansfers  were  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  building  up  or  keep- 

in^  alive  a  title  hostile  to  that  of  William  Stanton.    Stanton  had 

ai>pealed  to  Thomas  to  protect  him  against  a  danger  which 

thx-^tened  his  possession,  and  Thomas  had  promised  to  help  him. 

T'l^is  put  Thomas  in  a  position  of  trust,  where,  if  he  acquired  the 

ta^^  titles,  he  was  bound  to  hold  them  for  the  benefit  of  Stanton. 

rhat,  I  have  no  doubt,  was  his  purpose  in  taking  them.     The 

dc^csd  and  assignments  from  Montague  were  simply  intended  by 

T*l:iomas  to  augment  and  strengthen  his  security  for  his  debt. 

T*i^i8  is  made  conspicuously  clear  by  his  agreement  to  reconvey* 

T*liiit  provided,  upon  being  paid  his  debt,  he  should  reconvey. 

H^is  deed   would,   of  course,    pass    his   wiiole   estate,    whether 

d^^ved  from  Stanton  or  Montague,  and  all  parties  were  bound 

t*>    Inow  that  the  moment  Stanton  paid  the  taxes,  upon  whicW 

t«^  declarations  of  sale  were  founded,  the  tax  titles  were  extin- 

g^  ished  forever.     The  evidence,  considered  as  a  whole,  permits- 

btit  one  conclusion,  namely,  that  Thomas  paid  the  taxes  with- 

Stsinton's  money  and  took  an  assignment  of  the  tax  titles,  not  to 

P^'eserve  a  hostile  title,  but  solely  to  increase  and  fortify  his 

s^^urity  for  his  debt. 

In  this  condition  of  affairs,  it  is  obvious  the  moment  Stanton 

V^M  liis  debt  to  Thomas,  the  tax  titles  became  mere  nullities. 

That  debt  was  paid  by  Stanton  in  January,  1863.     This  fact  is 

ptx)ved  by  the  defendant's  own  oath.     He  says  he  purchased  the 

two  lots  in  dispute  of  William  Stanton,  in  November,  1862,  for 

15,000,  and  of  this  sum,  he  paid  to  Thomas,  in  January,  1863» 

in  satisfaction  of  Stanton's  debt,  the  sum  of  $2,580.     He  knew, 

&t  the  time  he  made  this  payment,  and  also  when  he  made  the 

<^ntract  of  purchase,  that  Thomas  held  the  land  not  as  owner^ 

t>ut  merely  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  simply  as  security  for  his 

debt.    This  payment  operated  as  a  complete  extinguishment  of 

^e  tax  titles.     Even  if  Stanton  had  intended  to  preserve  the  tax 

^tles,  and  that  his  payment  to  Thomas  should  have  effect  as  a 

purchase,  and  not  as  a  payment  in  extinguishment  of  the  taxes, 

tkelaw  would  not  permit  him  to  accomplish  his  purpose,  for  the 

12 
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principle  is  universal  that  a  purchase  by  one  whose  duty  it  was 
to  pay  the  taxes,  shall  operate  only  as  an  extinguishment.  One 
man  can  acquire  no  rights  against  anotlier  by  a  neglect  of  a  duty 
which  he  owes  to  the  other.     Cooley  on  Tax.  SJfi, 

The  declarations  of  sale  must  be  declared  to  be  nullities,  and 
inasmuch  as  their  pixxluction  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  action 
of  ejectment  may  unjustly  imperil  the  rights  of  the  complainants, 
their  surrender  and  cancellation  must  be  decreed. 

The  defendant,  however,  insists  that  such  decree  should  not  be 
made  except  upon  terms.  He  says  when  he  purchased  of  Wil- 
liam S(anton  he  believed  Stanton  held  the  lots  in  dispute  in  fee, 
and  continued  to  believe  so  until  1875  or  1876,  and  that,  in  the 
meantime,  he  had,  in  good  faith,  made  large  exiK*nditures  in 
permanent  improvements,  which  add  greatly  to  the  present  value 
of  the  land,  and  which  the  complainants  will  take  if  he  is  ejected. 
He  insists  that  the  complainants  should  not  be  allowed  to  recover 
possession  until  they  have  made  reasonable  compensation  for 
such  improvements.  There  can  be  no  dispute  that  it  is  a  well- 
established  doctrine  of  equity  that  where  a  party  lawfully  in  the 
possession  of  land,  under  a  title  which  turns  out  to  be  defective, 
makes  permanent  improvements,  in  good  faith,  before  he  has 
notice  that  his  title  is  defective,  which  materially  increase  the 
value  of  the  inheritance,  and  the  actual  owner  afterwards  seeks 
relief  against  him  in  equity,  relief  will  not  be  given  except  upon 
equitable  terms.  2  Stoiy^s  Eq,  Jur,  §  1237.  But  there  are  two 
reasons,  I  think,  why  this  rule  cannot  be  applied  to  this  case. 
First,  it  is  not  yet  determined  which  of  these  parties  is  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  lands  in  dispute,  and  this  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  that  question.  It  is  clear  the  defendant  is,  in 
no  event,  entitled  to  compensation  from  the  complainants  until 
their  right  to  possession  is  established.  This  court  cannot  antici- 
pate the  judgment  which  may  finally  be  pronounced  in  the  action 
of  ejectment,  or  make  a  provisional  decree,  which  shall  give  or 
deny  relief  to  the  defendant,  according  as  the  suit  at  law  may  be 
decided  against  him  or  for  him. 

Second,  the  proofs,  as  I  view  them,  fail  to  show  satisfactorily ^ 
that  the  defendant's  mistake  (conceding  now  that  he  acted  undec 
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fi  mistake)  was  not  the  result  of  his  own  inexcusable  negligence. 
The  title  to  the  lands  in  controvei^sy,  long  prior  to  the  defend- 
^ut's  purbhase,  had  l)een  the  subject  of  both  legislative  and 
judicial  investigation.  On  the  death  of  Ann  Stanton's  first 
husband,  Barney  Colgan,  these  lands  escheated,  and  the  right  of 
the  state  vras  afterwards  ceded  to  her  by  the  name  of  Ann  Colgan, 
^y  special  act  of  the  legislature,  approved  March  8th,  1836. 
P.  L,  of  18S6 p.  320,  The  ti tie  thus  con ferred  upon  her  was  after- 
wards disputed,  by  suit,  by  two  of  her  husband's  alien  brothers. 
Their  suit  was  tried  in  the  Hudson  circuit  court,  in  December, 
1853,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  their  favor,  but  was  subse- 
<iuently  decided  against  them  by  the  supreme  court.  Colgan  v, 
JfcXcon,  4  Zab,  666.  The  defendant,  in  procuring  title,  called 
to  his  aid  a  lawyer  of  experience  and  learning,  who,  I  have  no 
doubt,  was  perfectly  familiar  with  the  legal  history  of  this  title, 
and  who,  it  is  difficult  to  believe,  did  not  impart  to  the  defend- 
^t  all  that  he  knew  concerning  it.  The  defendant,  however, 
^ys  he  did  not.  But  he  also  says  that  he  did  nothing  whatever 
t*)  ascertain  the  extent  or  quantity  of  Stanton's  estate.  He 
believed,  he  says,  because  Stanton  was  in  possession,  and  he  had 
never  heard  anything  to  the  contrary,  that  Stanton  owned  the 
lands  in  fee,  but  he  freely  admits  that  he  made  no  inquiry,  nor 
J^eareh,  nor  investigation  or  exploration  of  any  kind.  To  a  ques- 
tion requiring  him  to  give  the  reasons  why  he  believed  Stanton 
had  a  fee,  he  made  this  extraordinary  answer :  "  I  was  not  pay- 
ing all  the  money  down  in  a  lump  ;  I  was  paying  him  gradually, 
^d  if  I  discovered,  at  any  time  before  he  got  the  full  amount, 
that  anything  was  wrong,  I  could  stop."  His  mistake,  if  any, 
in  fact,  existe<l — and  I  am  free  to  say  I  think  there  is  grave  rea- 
son to  doubt — was  manifestly  the  result  of  the  most  reckless 
^treleasness.  The  observance  of  any  degree  of  care,  or  the  prac- 
tice of  the  least  caution,  would  have  made  it  impossible  for  him 
to  fall  into  any  error.  Mistakes  committed  under  such  circum- 
stances cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  relief  in  equity.  Haggerty 
V.  JfcOinna,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  4S. 

The  defendant  also  insists  that  he  should  not  be  required  to 
surrender  the  two  declarations  of  sale  founded  on  assessments  for 
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the  construction  of  a  sewer,  except  on  condition  that  the  com- 
plainants first  pay  him  such  parts  thereof  as  are  properly  diarge- 
able  against  the  estate  in  remainder.  A  tenant  for  life  must  pa% 
ordinary  taxes.  That  rule  is  not  open  to  discussion.  But  at 
assessment  for  the  cost  of  a  local  improvement,  which  increases 
the  value  of  the  inheritance,  stands  on  a  different  footing.  Witl 
respect  to  such  impositions,  the  tenant  for  life  has  a  right  to  ask 
for  an  apportionment.  According  to  the  rule  adopted  in  Massa- 
chusetts and  New  York,  the  tenant  for  life  is  required  to  con- 
tribute to  the  extent  of  interest  during  his  life  on  the  amoun' 
paid,  and  at  his  death  the  remainder-man  must  bear  the  chargi 
of  the  principal,  and  thus  they  are  made  to  share  the  burden  ii 
the  same  proportions  in  which  they  would  share  the  benefits  of 
an  assessment  for  damages  in  their  favor.  Plympton  v.  Bodoj 
Dispensary y  106  Mass.  644  /  StUwdl  v.  Doughty^  2  Brad.  311 
But  what  right  has  the  defendant  to  ask  for  ah  apportion 
roent,  or  to  be  repaid  any  part  of  the  sewer  assessments  ?  H( 
did  not  pay  them,  nor  has  he  shown  any  title  or  authority  en- 
titling him  to  stand  in  the  rights  of  the  person  who  did  pa> 
them.  According  to  the  defendant's  own  evidence  they  wen 
paid  with  Stanton's  money,  with  money  which  he  had  agreed  t( 
pay  Stanton  for  the  land.  Stanton  may  have  a  right  to  ask  for  ar 
apportionment,  and  to  be  re-imbursed,  but  the  defendant  cer 
tainly  has  no  such  right. 

The  complainants  are  entitled  to  a  decree  without  condition) 
or  terms,  and  that  the  defendants  pay  their  costs. 
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McGregor  v.  Home  Insurance  Co.  of  Newark. 

John  McGregor  et  al. 

V. 

The  Home  Insurance  Company  of  Newark,  New  Jersey. 

1.  Where  preferred  stock  is  issued  under  a  contract  or  law  containing  no 

^tTOTision  or  direction  as  to  what  shall  be  the  rights  of  the  holders  of  it  in  the 

distribution  of  capital  when  the  affairs  of  the  company  arc  wound  up,  such 

Mtk  merely  has  a  right  to  be  preferred  in  tlie  divii»ion  of  profits,  and  not  in 

the  distribation  of  capital. 

2.  The  general  corporation  act  of  this  state  directs  that  in  the  distribution 
of  capital  the  holders  of  preferred  stock  shall  be  first  paid,  before  any  distri- 
btttion  is  made  to  the  holders  of  the  common  stock ;  therefore  preferred  stock 
usoed  in  this  state,  either  under  authority  of  law  or  under  a  contract  of  which 
the  law  forms  a  part,  is  entitled  to  preference  in  the  distribution  of  capital. 

3.  Dividends  on  preferred  stock  can  only  be  paid  out  of  the  profits ;  and 
this  b  80  even  when  the  stock  is  issued  under  a  guaranty  that  a  dividend  of 
A  certain  sum  shall  be  paid  annually. 

^  The  rule  of  distribution  presented  by  the  corporation  act  must  be  ob- 
''^rved,  whether  the  affairs  of  a  corporation  are  wound  up  by  the  court  or  tlie 
officers  of  the  cor|K)ration. 

d.  A  thing  which  is  within  the  intention  of  the  makers  of  a  statute,  is  as 
much  within  the  statute  as  if  it  were  witliin  its  letter. 


Od  application  for  iujunction.  Heard  on  bill,  answer  and 
order  to  show  cause. 

•Ifr.  Joseph  Covlty  for  motion. 
^'•.  /.  F.  Fart,  contra. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

This  is  an  application  for  an  injunction.  The  complainants 
are  stockholders  of  the  Home  Insurance  Company  of  Newark, 
a  corporation  which  has  ceased  to  do  business,  and  is  in  process 
of  being  wound  up  by  its  officers.  The  particular  grievance  of 
which  the  complainants  complain  is  the  division  or  distribution 
which  the  officers  propose  to  make  of  the  assets  which  remain 
{qx  diririoii  among  the  stockholders. 
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lie  corporation  suspendcil   business  about  the  1st  of  April, 
BT9,  and  on  the  14th  of  that  month  its  directors  passed  a  reso- 
I'tion  to  dissolve  and  wind  up.     This  action  was  sanctioned  and 
[>pir«^ved  by  more  than  two-thirds  in  interest  of  all  the  stock- 
old  ers,  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  stockholders  legally  called 
xid     held  May  21st,  1879.     Since  then,  the  directors  have  pro- 
ceede<l  far  enough  in  the  work  of  winding  up  to  find  that,  after  ihe 
Aebtss  and  liabilities  are  paid,  it  is  not  probable  sufficient  assets 
Nvill  be  left  to  return  to  the  holders  of  the  preferred  and  common 
stock  its  fall  par  value.     They  have  already  paid  to  the  holders 
of  the  preferred  stock  the  full  par  value  of  their  shares,  believing, 
J^  a  matter  of  law,  that  they  were  entitled  to  such  preference  in 
^^^e  division  of  the  capital  of  the  corporation.     An  injunction  is 
^ted  to   restrain  any  further  distribution    until    the   relative 
^'*ghts  of  the  two  classes  of  stockholders  shall   have  been  detcr- 
tnined.     The  bill  seeks  an  injunction  also  on  other  grounds, 
"Ut  they  seem  to  me  to  be  so  effectually  overcome  by  the  answer 
^  to  dispense  with  their  consideration. 

The  question  is  one  of  contract.  The  rights  of  the  complain- 
ants must  be  determined  by  the  contract.  They  are  not  in  posi- 
tion to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  issue  of  the  preferred  stock. 
*^t  was  issued  with  their  sanction,  and  under  their  covenant  and 
^^urance  that  it  should  have  the  same  validity  as  if  issued  pur- 
suant to  law.     They  must  abide  by  their  promise. 

I  think  it  must  be  admitted,  according  to  the  general  current 
l^f  authority,  that  preferred  stock,  in  the  ab.sence  of  an  express 


*****  been  reached,  and  sucli  stock  is  is8ue<l  therefrom  {HazclhurM.  v.  SaimnucJi 

^  R,43   Ga.  53;  Lolhan  v.  T/xon,  54   Id.  ISU)]   or  there  wjik  legislative 

•Whority  {Davis  v.  Propridors,  <V  MeUj.  S:,'!  ;  Rutland  li.  R.  Co,  v.  ThraJl,  lio 

^^^4o)\  or  a  restriction  to  authorized  capital,  and  there  was  unanimous  con- 

•^of  the  stockholders  (Proaty  v.  U.  S.  and  X.  L  R.  R.,  1  Hun  (JO.J  ;  43  Gn. 

"••pro);  or  there  w&s  power  to  re<leem,  which  was  a  transaction  in  the 

■•*we  of  a  debt  {  We»tchester  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Jnrkmn,  77  Pa.  St.  S21) ;  or 

•••opbion  was  chiter  { Boies  v.  Andro!<r.ogff{n  R.  R.  O).,  4^  Maine  ^.9i) ;  or  it 

^thecase  of  a  subscriptiou  for  stock,  with  a  condition  f(»r  interest  until  the 

••PWition  was  in  operation  {Richardson  v.  Vt.  and  Mam.  R.  R.  Co.,  44   Vi. 

^V\  V  it  was  an  action  on  a  subs:'ription  more  favorable  to  defendant  than 

^''^labscriben,  and  it  was  held  that  defendant  c<:>uM  not  set  up  the  lack 

''ttJBilily  (EwmtiviUe  R  B,  Co,  v.  EmivfviUe,  15  Lid.  -a*.:) ;  or  a  solemn  de- 
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stipulation  or  direction  to  the  contrary,  simply  gives  the  holder  a 
right  of  preference  in  the  division  of  profits,  and  not  in  the  dis- 
tribution of  capital.  And  even  when  it  is  issued  under  an 
agreement  or  guarantee  that  a  dividend  of  a  fixed  sum  shall  be 
paid  on  it  annually,  such  dividend  can  only  l)e  paid  out  of  net 
earnings  or  profits;  and  if  no  profits  are  made,  no  dividend  can 
be  paid.  Lockhari  v.  T  an  Alatyne,  31  Mich,  76y  14  Am.  L.  R. 
{N.  8.)  180;  Toft  V.  Hartford,  Providence  and  FhhkUl  R,  B. 
Co.,  8  R,  L  310,  5  Am.  Rep,  o7o.  This  question  has  been  pre- 
sented for  the  C(»nsideration  of  the  courts  only  in  a  few  instances, 
but  the  adjudications  are  harmonious  and  decisive.  In  re  London 
India  Rubber  Co.,  L.  R.  (o  Eq.  Cas)  SID,  two-thirds  of  the  stock 
issued  was  preferred.  The  articles  of  association  provided  that  as 
soon  as  tiie  holders  of  the  preferred  stock  should  have  received  out 
of  the  profits  a  sum  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  total  capital 
which  had  lK»en  paid  up  on  their  shares,  together  with  interest  or 
dividend,  at  the  rate  of  seven  and  one-half  per  cent,  per  annum, 
the  preferred  and  common  stock  should  be  amalgamated,  and 
the  holders  of  each  should  thereafter  particij)ate  equally  in  the 
profits,  and  all  distinction  between  the  shares  should  cease.  It 
was  further  provided  that  until  the  amalgamation  took  place,  tlie 
holders  of  the  common  stock  should  have  no  right  to  vole  at  any 
general  meeting  of  the  stockholders,  except  u{)on  the  question 
whether  the  capital  of  the  company  should  be  increased  or  not. 
In  deciding  how  the  surplus  assets  should  be  distributed  among 
the  stockholders,  Vice-Chancel  lor  Malins  held  that  their  rights 


terminntion  of  this  question  was  not  necessan'  for  the  disposal  of  the 
(  WiUUton  V.  U.  S.  and  N.  I.  R.  R.  Co.,  hJ  Allrn  400) ;  or  the  issue  wa«  author- 
ized bv  the  articles  of  a«*w>ci:ition  {In  re  A* I).  SL  Xar.  and  Col,  Co..  BO  L.  R. 
(Eq.)  S'W) ;  or  there  was  full  kn<)wledge  on  the  part  of  all  concemerl  (Loekhart 
V.  Van  Alstynty  'il  A/irh.  HI) ;  or  the  p>wer  in  the  corporate  body  was  ooncededf 
nnd  it  woM  <lcnicd  tliat  it  existeil  in  tlie  directors  [Mrlxinghlin  v.  D.  and  M. 
R.  R.,  S  Id.  PJO)y 

See.  further.  *S'^'»v/jm  y.  South  Dewn  Co.,  .'<'  Hare  .UJ  ;  ILmry  v.  Cheat  yorihem 
Co.,  1  De  a.  &  ./.  *iO(i ;  Stimje  v.  Eastern  Union  Co.,  G  Dc  O.  M.  <k  0. 168;  Coey 
V.  Bdjaiit  R.  R.  Co.,  /»•.  L.  R.  {2  Com.  Due)  lU ;  Dirkinmn  v.  G.  and  O.  R.R., 
7  W.  Va.  >l'tO;  Bryant  v.  Ohio  College,  1  Cm.  S.  C.  07;  Chvinyt<m  v.  Oanng(om. 
Rridiff  Co..  Iff  BnAh  fi'.i ;  King  \\  Ohio  and  Minn.  R.R,9  Reporter  4S1 ;  QreetCm 
Bnc?i*  Ultra  Vires  {Sd  Am.  ed.)  104.—ViY.v. 
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4]  id  not  depend  upon  any  abstract  notions  of  justice,  but  must  be 
^l«^>^^ Trained  by  the  contract  into  which  they  had  entered;  that 
^li^M  T  contract  made  no  provision  for  a  distribution  of  assets,  in 
it  became  necessary  to  wind  up  the  corporation,  but  simply 
lated  their  rights  in  the  corporation  as  a  going  concern,  and 
tiia.'fc  the  only  distinction  it  made  between  the  two  classes  of  sharc- 
»ol fliers  was  that  it  gave  the  preferred  stock  a  preference  in  the 
***^^  £»on  of  profits.     His  conclusion  is  thus  expressed  : 

-^    wish  it  nnderstood  that  I  decide  tlie  case  upon  tliis  principle :  that  wliere 
tU^&K->^    is  a  provision  for  a  preferential  dividend,  but  no  provision  for  the  di- 
▼  *»io^j-j  of  capital  upon  the  breaking  up  of  the  concern,  &ny  surplus  must  be 
^^^**ibuted  amongst  the  shareholders  according  to  their  capital,  without  refer- 
ee their  rigHts  in  respect  of  dividend." 


le  present  master  of  the  rolls,  Sir  George  Jessel,  in  deciding 
^  *^  «ame  question,  likened  th6  relation  between  the  two  classes 
^*  ^  stockholders  to  the  relation  existing  between  copartners.     He 


«< 


r,  in  an  ordinary  commercial  partnership,  one  or  more  of  the  partners  ha^ 

^^'IS^r  share  of  the  profits  than  is  the  proportion  borne  by  his  share  of  the 

^•-^^l  to  the  capital  of  the  others,    *    *    *    that  privilege  ceases  when  the 

\^*^**crship  is  dissolved.    *    ♦    *    When  the  partnership  comes  to  an  end, 

^  ^  ""ight  to  the  share  of  the  profits  comes  to  an  end  also ;  and  you  distribute 

.    ^    ^«Bet8,  after  providing  for  the  profits  earned  up  to  the  time  of  dissolution, 

J^'Xjportion  to  the  partners*  shares  of  the  partnership  capital." 


.€  held  that  the  same  rule  should  be  adopted  in  distributing 

^^    surplus  assets  of  a  defunct  corporation.     Aside  from   the 

8*^t  of  preference  in  the  division  of  the  profits,  he  held  that 

^     position  of  all  the  shareholders  is  exaetlv  the  same.     He 


^l»e  result,  therefore,  is  that  when  a  dissolution  arrives,  and  no  more  profits 
^  Earned,  all  the  shareholders  s'.and  in  exactly  the  same  position,  and  are 
**^^»Ued  to  the  capital  pro  rata.''     Qnffith  v.  Paget,  L.  R.  {6  Ch.  Div.)  oil. 


The  same  views  >^ere  expressed  by  Mai  ins,  V.  C,  In  re  Bangor 
^*^  Pmimadoo  Slate  and  Slab  Co.,  L.  R,  [20  Eq.  Caa,)  59. 
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There,  however,  tlie  preferred  sliareholders  were  held  to  beentitlec 
to  be  first  paid,  because  that  course  of  distribution  was  dearli 
directed  bv  the  articles  of  association. 

These  autliorities  establisli  the  doctrine  that  the  rights  of  th< 
two  classes  of  stockholders,  in  such  ca«%es,  must  be  determined  b;; 
their  contract,  and  that  unless  that  gives  a  preference  in  the  distri 
bution  of  capital,  the  surplus  assets  must  be  distributed  equal!;) 
among  all  the  stock.  What,  then,  are  the  rights  of  the  partie 
under  this  contract?  The  contract  contains  no  express  directioi 
upon  tlie  subjecrt.  It  simply  provides  for  the  issuing  of  preferre< 
stock,  and  tliat  sucli  stock,  wlien  issued,  shall  be  l^al  and  valid 
the  same  as  if  issued  pursuant  to  law.  It  puts  the  stock  on  th 
f(X)tiiig  of  preferred  stock  issued  by  authority  of  law,  and  make 
the  law  a  part  of  their  arrangement.  What,  then,  are  the  righb 
in  this  resixjct,  of  holders  of  preferred  stock  issued  by  authorit 
of  the  law  of  this  state?  The  main  purpose  to  be  accomplislie 
in  construing  a  contract  is  to  give  etfect  to  the  intcnti(m  of  tL 
j)arties — to  give  effect  to  what  i)oth  understood,  or  should  ha^^ 
understood.  It  is  to  be  presumed  always  that  the  parties  ha^^ 
made  their  contract  with  reference  to  the  lex  loci ;  and  if  tUe 
have  useil  terms  or  phrases  having  a  settleil  meaning  in  the  loco 
law,  it  must  also  lie  presumed  that  they  used  them  in  their  lega 
signification.  It  is,  therefore,  always  the  duty  of  the  court,  in 
exiMjunding  a  contract,  to  consider  the  law  prevailing  at  the  plao* 
where  the  contract  was  made.  Here  the  parties  have  made  the 
law  a  part  of  their  contract. 

Prior  to  the  time  when  this  contract  was  made,  our  l^islaturt 
had  declared  and  defined  wiiat  should  be  the  rights  of  a  preferre* 
stockholder  in  the  distribution  of  the  capital  of  a  defunct  cor- 
poration. The  eightieth  section  of  the  general  corporation  act: 
in  directing  how  the  surplus  assets  of  a  corporation,  wound  uf 
under  that  act,  shall  he  distributed  by  this  court,  declares  thai 
"the  surplus  funds,  if  any,  after  payment  of  creilitors,  and  cosF 
and  exiK'Uses,  and  the  preferred  atockhoklerSf  may  be  divided  ana 
paid  to  the  general  stockholders  proportionally,  according  * 
their  respective  shares."  Rev,  191.  This  I  regard  as  a  legist  - 
tive  declaration  of  what  are  the  rights  of  the  holders  of  prfl 
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stock,  when  the  law  or  contract  under  which  the  stock  is 

is«5ts.^Hl  does  not  in  any  way  limit  or  restrict  tliem.     So,  I  infer, 

Jt    i^    understood  by  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals.     Mayer  v. 

f'Generaly  5  Steio.  Eq.  815,     It  is  quite  obvious,  I  think, 

the  remarks  of  Vice-Chancellor  Malins,  In   re   London 

Rubber  Co.,  L.  R,  [o  Eq.  Cas)  519,  that  had  the  English 

te  contained  a  similar  direction,  he  would  have  felt  himself 

^^^^vir^d   by  it,  and  would  have   been   compelled   to   pronounce 

^    ji^idgment  the  exact  opposite  of  that  which  he  did  pronounce. 

-*-^iie5    officers  of  the  corporation  unquestionably  understood  the 

^^^t^  tract  in  accordance  with  its  legislative  interpretation,  for  they 

*^*^y   that  in  procuring  subscriptions  to  this  stock,  they  represented 

**^*^t    it  should  be  paid  in  full,  before  anything  was  distributed 

^^  the  common  stock. 

I  la  view  of  this  statute,  I  think  it  must  be  adjudged  that,  by 

^*^^   proper  construction  of  the  contract  under  consideration,  the 

"^Jders  of  the  preferred  stock  of  this  corporation  are,  in  the 

distribution  of  capital,  to  Ikj  first  paid.     The  court  has  nothing 

y^  do  with  the  wisdom  or  |>olicy  of  this  statute.     It  is  possible, 

^*    the  legislature  had  had  the  aid  of  the  arguments  made  upon 

^his  question  by  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  and  Sir  George  Jessel, 

^   different  mode  of  distribution  would  have  been  prescribed  ; 

^^t    it  is  tlieir  province  to  make  the  law,  and  the  court  must 

^^^^trict  itself  to  the  duty  of  expounding  and  enforcing  it. 

Xhe  fact  that  this  corporation  is  being  wound  up  by  its  officers, 
^'^d    not  under  the  direction  of  this  court,  does  not  alter  the 
*^8hts  of  the  parties  nor  change  the  method  of  distribution.  The 
Palmary  object  of  the  statute,  so  far  as  it  aftects  stockholders, 
^^  to  define  their  rights ;  and  the  rule  it  prescribes  upon  that 
^^uject  must  be  taken  as  tiie  measure  of  their  rights,  whether 
^■^^y  are  wrought  out  by  the  court  or  tiirough  some  other  instru- 
mentality.   A  thing  which  is  within  the  intention  of  the  makers 
^*  a  statute  is  as  much  within  the  statute  as  if  it  were  within 
^'»^  letter.     4  Bac.  Abr.  6^8  {Stat.  I.  t  4^) ;   Oates  v.  National 
^«ii,  100  U.  8.  239. 

The  complaiiiants  are  not  entitled  to  an  injunction,  and  the 
^Ner  to  show  caoise  must  therefore  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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John  K.  Jones  et  al. 

r. 
William  H.  Knauss. 

A  complainant  who  is  a  non-resident  will  not  be  required  to  give  Becuri^ 
for  costs,  if  he  ia  joined  with  a  resident  complainant. 


On  motion  to  discharge  order. 
Mr,  Benjamin  C,  Poiis,  for  motion. 
Mr.  F.  H.  Pilch,  contra. 

The  Vice- Chancellor. 

This  is  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  requiring  the  complain* 
ants  to  give  security  for  costs,  and  staying  all  proceedings  until 
it  be  given.  There  are  three  complainants,  two  resident  in  this 
state,  and  the  other  a  resident  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  practice  seems  to  be  settled  against  the  defendant's  right 
to  security  in  such  a  case.  A  complainant  who  is  a  non-resident 
will  not  be  required  to  give  security  for  costs,  if  he  is  joined  with 
a  resident  a>mplainant.  1  Hoffmanns  Ch.  Pr.  204^;  1  Dan,  Ch, 
Pr.  SS ;  1  SmitJi's  Ch.  Pr.  555 ;  Winthrop  v.  Royal  Ass.  Co., 
1  Dick.  2S'2 ;  Walker  v.  Easierby,  6  Ves.  612.  In  the  case  last 
cited,  the  reason  given  by  Lord  Eldon  for  the  rule  is  this :  That 
where  one  of  the  complainants  is  within  the  jurisdiction,  as  each 
is  bound  for  the  whole  costs,  the  defendant  has  security.  There, 
there  were  two  complainants,  one  resident  within  the  jurisdiction, 
and  the  other  not ;  an  order  for  security  was  obtained  ex  parte^ 
and  subsequently  a  motion  was  made  to  discharge  it,  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  improperly  granted.  Lord  Eldon  dis- 
charged it,  but  without  costs. 

The  order  in  this  case  having  been  made  contrary  to  the  estab- 
lished practice,  must  be  discharged. 


Note. — Statutes  requiring  non-resident  parties  to  actions  to  give  secaiity  for 
costs,  are  constitutional,  (Xeaae  v.  Oapfhar%  15  W.  Va.'  S99;  Hanejf  ▼.  Jfor- 
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9  Md.  194;  Omley  v.   Woonsocketf  11  JR.  /.  W ;  see  Oatman  v.  J5o?w/^ 

3?be  cases  uniformly  hold  that  where  one  of  several  parties  is  a  resident, 
cannot  be  demanded  {Afion.  7  Taunt.  307 ;  Anon.  SS  Or,  &  Jer,  88, 1 
L  P.  C.  SOO ;  Bawden  v.  Boe,  1  Hodges  31b ;  Thomd  v.  BoelanU,  2  C.  B, 
^OO  ^  Anon.  Penning.  886;  Jemison^s  Owe,  31  Ala.  392 ;  Thalman  v.  Barbour^ 
5  Xwm^^  178 ;  Zimmerman  v.  MendenhaUy  2  Miles  4^2;  Mayer  v.  Tyfton^  1  Bland 
^^-^y  ;  even  when  the  resident  party  is  insolvent  {McConnell  v.  Johnston^  1  East 
jT  Reddick  v.  SinnoU,  1  Hud.  &  Bro.  204;  PeUrson  v.  Smith,  5  Hal.  192; 
v.  GUlespU,  2  Johns.  Ojs.  109;  Ten  Broeck  v.  Reynolds,  13  How.  Pr. 
^^^  jT   see  Wood  v.  Qoss.  24  lU.  626). 

^!*lie  same  mles  apply  where  a  suit  is  brought  in  the  name  of  a  non-resident 
plttls^tiff  for  the  benefit  or  use  of  a  resident  ( Youde  v.  Youde,  3  A.  &  E.  311 ; 
v.   WUson,  1  Scam.  192 ;  but  see  Lewis  v.  Leviisy  25  Ala.  315 ;  Bush's 
29  AlcL  50;  Colon  v.  Harmon,  1  Scam.  581 ;  OConncU  v.  Bea,  51  III.  306)^ 
%  where  the  suit  is  brought  by  a  resident  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  a  non- 
resident (Buekmatter  v.  Beames,  8  Illl ;  Smith  v.  Rosseter,  11  III.  119;  Ingles 
^-    -CTttm^y  3  B.  Man.  33 ;  Palmer  v.  Hicks,  17  Ark.  505;  but  see  Charles  v. 
^^^x^^rmanj  2  How.  Pr.  122;  Morgan  v.  Hale,  12  W.  Va.  713;  Gookin  v.  Up- 
*«»*,    22  ^.  H.  38;  Burkei^  v.  Hutchijison,  7  Ir.  Eq.  508;  Swi/t  v.  Collins,  1 
-^>«»»-£o  659). 

Non-resident  executors  and  administrators  must  give  security  (Chamberlain 

^-  G^amberlain,  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  366;  Shaw  v.  Dempsey,  Sau.  &  Sc.  628;  Cheva- 

^^  ^.Fox,  1  Brod.  &  B.  277 ;  Smith  v.  Sand/ord,  3  Ir.  Jur.  253;  Murfee  v. 

•^-^Pej-,  1  Overt.  1;  Davis  v.  You,  43  Ala.  691;  Newton  v.  Cocke,  10  Ark.  169; 

^^^fihy  V.  Darlington,  1  Code  Rep.  85  ;  but  see  Goodrich  v.  Pendleton,  5  Johns. 

Ck^  ^20;  CraweU  v.  Littlefield,  2  Rich.  17) ;  or  a  non-resident  guardian  of  an 

uiO^iit  plaintiff)  although  nme  of  the  ooplaintifib  are  residents  [Ten  Broeck  v. 

fi^»»«Wi,  13  How.  Pr.  462;  see  Landen  v.  Parr,  16  L.  J.  [Ch.)  269;  Kerr  v. 

GyiUtpie,  7  Beat,  269). 

A.  foreign  corporation  must  give  bond  for  costs,  although  many  of  its  mem- 

^^**B  are  residents  {Limerick  R.  R.  v.  Eraser,  4  Ring.  394  ;  Ross  v.  Hawey,  32 

Go.  388;  see  Mechanics  Bank  v.  Goodwin,  2  Green  439  ;   Washington  R.  R.  v. 

^^eaaoncfria  R.  R.,  19  GratL  592;  Bank  v.  Jessup,  19  Wend.  10;  Republic  v. 

fi-ion^,  L.  R.  (3  Ch.  Div.)  62). 

^on-resident  plaintiffs  may  sue  in  forma  pauperis  (Lisenbee  Co.  v.  HoU,  1 

S»«ed  42;  Porter  v.  Jones,  68  N.  C.  320;  Contra,  Kelty  v.  VaUe,  66  Mo.  601). 

In  an  action  by  a  husband  and  wife,  the  husband,  if  resident  abroad,  must 

^▼c  secority  {Hanmer  v.  Mangles,  12  M.  &  W.  313  ;  Habgood  v.  Paul,  8  Ir.  C. 

^  App.  xiadii, ;  Smith  v.  San/ord,  3  Ir.  Jur.  253;  see  OoU^s  Case,  28  Ala.  50; 

5«»tt?.  Etches,  1  Hem.  &  M.  711;  Adams  v.  WaJUrs,  50  Ind.  325;  llaney  v. 

i««<«e,  58  Ala.  100;  Ring  v.  NetUes,  3  Ir.  Eq.  53). 

Q«»«ry,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  attorney  of  record  for  costs,  where  on«»  plain- 
^was  a  non-resident  and  the  other  a  resident,  and  the  latter  died  or  went 
•^*o«dq^  the  suit  was  instituted  {Jackson  v.  Powell,  2  Johns.  Cos.  67;  Bur- 
^▼.  Gregory,  1  Edw.  Ch.  449;  Searle  v.  Mann,  1  Miles  321;  Hodson  v.  Me- 
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Queen,  7  Ir.  C,  L,  SS8 ;  Green  v.  Chamoek,  1  Ves.  396;  Gilbert  v.  Gilbert 
Paige  003 ;  Habgood  v.  Paul,  8  Ir,  C.  L,  A  pp.  xxxiii.;  RaaseU  v.  Inalee,  1  H 
47 o  ;  yetnnan  v.  Landrine,  1  McOart.  291 ;  Vance  v.  Bird,  4  Munf.  S64;  I* 
zar  V.  Chta,  4<^  A.  H.  82;  Haney  v.  MarshaU,  9  Md,  194;  Powwns  v.  WiUim 
!f  Conn.  236;  Sharp  v.  Bvffington,  2  WatU&Serg.  4^4;  Philpot  v.  MeArthtar, 
Me.  127;  Weeks  v.  CoU,  14  V&t.  ol8;  Anon.  Dick.  775;  People  v.  Oneida  C 
18  Wend.  652;  Long  v.  llall,  3  Sand/.  729;  BiUton  v.  Hannibal  B,  B.,  51  J 
153). 

Citizens  of  one  state,  aiithoiizing  a  suit  to  be  brought  in  another,  are  perse 
ally  liable  for  the  costs  adjudged  against  them  there,  although  they  may  ne\ 
have  been  in  the  other  state,  and  such  judgment  may  be  enforced  at  thi 
domicil,  Walton  v.  Sugg,  PhU.  (N.  C.)  5^.— Rep. 


Charles  Pinnell 

r. 
Adonijah  S.  Boyd. 

1.  A  purcha5ier  of  the  mere  equity  of  redemption,  in  premises  covered  b} 
usurious  mortgage,  who  purchases  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  canr 
set  up  usury  as  a  defence. 

2.  A  material  and  controlling  fact,  which  is  clearly  and  fully  averred  in  t 
bill  and  not  denied  or  alludetl  to  in  the  answer,  must  be  taken  as  confessed. 


On  final  hearing  on  bill,  answer  and  proofs. 
Mr.  John  C.  Season,  for  complainant. 
Mr,  S.  B,  Ransoniy  for  defendant. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

This  is  a  foreclosure  suit.  The  defence  is  usury.  It  is  m 
made  by  the  mortgagor,  but  by  a  purchaser  of  the  mortgage 
premises,  who  acquired  title  under  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgaj 
executed  subsequent  to  that  of  the  complainant.  The  point  i 
dispute  is  whether,  under  the  averments  of  the  bill,  and  the  ai 
missions  made  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer,  he  is  not  pi 
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<^J*^»^3ed  from  setting  up  usury.     The  bill  charges  that  the  mort- 

premises  were  sold    to  the  defendant,  at  sheriff's  sale, 
T)ject  to  the  lien  of  the  complainant's  mortgage."    The  answer 
its  this  charge.     It  says  that  the  mortgaged  premises  were 
3  as  in  the  complainant's  bill  set  out,  under  proceedings  insti- 
npon  a  mortgage  given  subsequent  to  that  of  the  complain- 
and  that  the  defendant  became  tlie  purchaser  at  such  sale, 
^•^    ^-»i  the  eomplainant^s  bill  stated .  \ 

hancellor  Green  said,  in  TJolman  v.   Cook,  1  McCart,  63 j 

e  purchaser  of  the  mere  equity  of  redemption,  in  premises 

red  by  a  usurious  mortgage,  who  purchased  subject  to  the 

of  the  mortgage,  cannot  set  up  usury  as  a  defence."     He 

previously  used  precisely  the  same  language  in  pronouncing 

^  ■^^^    Judgment  of  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals,  in  Brolasky  v. 

-'•-'^/Z^r,  1  Stock,  814"     This  is  now  the  settled  doctrine  of  this 

^^^«irt     Qmover  r.  Hobart,  9  C.  E,  Gr.  120;  Lee  v.  Stiger,  8 

^$^^».  Eq.  610. 

([     ^ESveu  if  it  were  possible  to  so  read  the  answer  in  this  case  as 

^^*^>c  able  to  say  that  it  did  not  admit  the  material  fact  charged 

*  '^  "the  bill,  still  we  would  be  bound  to  regard  the  silence  of  the 

^*^*SMrer  upon  this  point  as  an  admission  of  the  fact.     A  material 

^^^d    controlling  fact,  which  is  clearly  and  fully  averred  in  the 

*^*ll  ^luLjiot  denied  or  alluded  to  in  the  answer,  must  be  taken  as 

^^nfcsse^    Sanborn  v.  Adair,  2  Stew.  Eg.  S3S. 

It  is4nsisted,  however,  that  the  averments  of  the  bill  in  this 

^^'^^  are  not  sufficiently  explicit  to  preclude  the  defence  of  usur}'. 

'■■^  is  argued  that  its  averments  upon  the  point  under  considera- 

^'^n,  in  order  to  be  sufficiently  explicit  to  demand  an  express 

^^nial  from  the  defendant,  to  enable  him  to  avail  himself  of  the 

^•rfeiioe  of  usury,  should  have  alleged  that  he  took  title  to  the 

''^^ttgaged  premises  subject  to  the  particular  sum  mentioned  in 

^*^«  mortgage,  or  some  other  expression,  stating  with  equal  per- 

^l^icuity,  that  he  took  subject  to  the  sum  secured  by  the  mortgage 

^*^  its  face;  for,  it  is  said,  that  an  averment  simply  alleging  that 

^^  took  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  is  merely  saying,  in 

^^^«e  the  mortgage  is  usurioas,  that  he  took  subject  to  such  sum 

^  Baay  be  recovered  uiion  it  according  to  law.     In  other  words. 
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that  a  usurious  mortgage  constitutes  a  lien  only  for  the  sun 
which  is  l^ally  recoverable  upon  it 

But  an  examination  of  the  authorities  will  show  that  th 
draughtsman  of  the  bill  has  followed^  with  great  exactness,  th 
rule  as  laid  down  by  all  the  judges.  His  averments  are  as  ex 
plicit  and  definite  as  the  formula  of  the  rule  itself.  Besides,  a 
the  time  the  defendant  took  title,  so  far  as  the  pleadings  or  proof 
show,  the  validity  of  the  complainant's  mortgage  was  undisputed 
no  usury,  up  to  that  time,  had  been  charged  against  it,  and  if  i 
be  true  that  the  defendant,  in  this  condition  of  afiairs,  agreed  t 
take  the  mortgaged  premises  subject  to  the  lien  of  this  mortgage 
the  conclusion  is  unavoidable  that  all  parties  understood  that  th 
burden  he  agreed  they  should  bear  was  the  sum  which  the  papen 
upon  their  face,  showed  to  be  due  upon  them.  And  he  obtaine 
title  to  them  for  that  much  less  than  their  fair  value.  If  this  be  th 
fact,  his  defence  is  founded  on  a  violation  of  good  faith,  and  car 
not  succeed  in  a  court  of  equity.  Viewed  in  its  most  favorabl 
light,  his  defence  is  an  attempt  to  speculate  upon  a  violation  o 
law  which  has  done  him  no  harm. 

The  defendant  is  precluded,  by  the  admissions  of  his  answe] 
from  setting  up  usury.  The  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decre 
without  deduction  for  usury. 


The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  and  Western  Railroaj 

Company 

V. 

The  Oxford  Iron  Company. 

The  sixty-third  section  of  the  corporation  act  18  in  these  words:  **  In  cai 
of  the  insolvency  of  any  corporation,  the  ]a))orer8  in  the  employ  thereof  sha 
have  a  lien  upon  the  assets  thereof  for  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  them  r 
spectively,  which  shall  be  paid  prior  to  any  other  debt  or  debts  of  said  oor 
pany ;  and  the  word  '  laborers '  shall  be  construed  to  include  all  penons  doii 
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labor  or  service  of  whatever  character,  for  or  as  workmen  or  employees,  in  the 
regular*  employ  of  such  corporation." — Held — 

(1)  T'hat  the  lien  po  given  comes  into  existence  as  of  tJie  date  which  the 
court  Ac^udges  to  be  the  time  when  the  insolvency  occurred  which  gives  it 
jurisdiction. 

(2)  171iat  persons  holding  claims  for  wages,  who  are  not  in  the  employ  of  a 
corp^rsLtioQ  at  the  time  when  it  becomes  insolvent,  are  not  within  the  policy 
ot  the  aoty  and  therefore  have  no  lien  upon  the  a^^sets  thereof. 

(3)  7hat  the  present^ition  of  a  claim,  embracing  otiier  items  than  charges 
for  wa^eSy  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  right  of  lien  for  the  wages,  given 
by  the  statute. 

^4)  That  the  laborers  in  the  employ  of  a  corporation  at  the  time  of  its. 
insolvency  have  a  lien  upon  the  assets  thereof  for  the  whole  anjount  of 
wages  due  to  them  respectively,  no  matter  how  long  before  the  date  of  in- 
Bolvencv  the  wages  may  have  accrued. 

(6)  That  the  acceptance  of  a  promissory  note,  without  security,  does  not 
operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  lien  given  by  the  statute,  unless  an  intention  to  re- 
linquish such  right  is  unmistakably  manifested. 

(6)  That  the  lien  given  for  wages  does  not  include  interest  which  lias  ac- 
crued thereon  before  the  lien  attaches. 

tj)  That  the  proving  of  a  claim  for  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  amount  really 
due  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  right  of  lien. 


On  exceptions  by  the  receiver  to  claims  for  wages  presented 
against  the  Oxford  Iron  Company. 

i^^*  Flavel  McGee,  for  receiver. 

^*'-  Benry  S,  Harris ,  for  claimants. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

To  a  large  number  of  the  claims  for  wages  exhibited  against 
the  Oxford  Iron  Company,  and  in  belialf  of  which  liens  are 

Note.— Ordinarily,  a  servant  is  not  entitled  to  a  lien  or  preference  in  pay- 
ment for  his  services  {Hoover  v.  Epler,  52  Pa.  St.  522;  Lewis  v.  Patterson,  20 
Ja.  Ann.  894)'  nor  the  officers  of  a  corporation  {Croton  Imn.  Co.  Case,  3  Barb. 
€h.  fi^) ;  nor  tort-feasors  {Dwinel  v.  Fiake,  9  Me.  21 ;  Madden  v.  Kempster,  1 
Qmp.  12;  Lempriere  v.  Paaley,  2  T.  R.  4S5 ;  Hotchkm  v.  Hunt,  49  Me.  B13 ; 
see  H^miUum,  ▼.  Bu/cky  S6  Me.  636;  Dorsey  v.  Langicorthy,  3  Gneue  I  la.)  341) ; 
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claimeil  under  the  sixty -third  section  of  the  cor|K)ration  act,  the 
receiver  excepts,  denying  that  they  are  entitled  to  tlie  preference 
given  by  that  section.  The  questions  raised  by  these  exceptions 
have  been  informally  brought  before  the  court  by  agreement  of 
counsel,  and  fully  discussed.  I  shall  dispose  of  them  in  the  order 
in  which  they  were  discussed.  The  first  relates  to  the  time  when 
it  must  be  adjudged  the  right  of  lien  accrues — whether  that  time 
shall  be  held  Co  be  fixed  when  the  fact  of  insolvency  actually 
(K«urs,  no  matter  how  long  that  may  be  before  legal  proceedings 
are  instituted,  or  not  until  the  fact  of  insolvency  is  judicially  as- 
certained.    The  section  is  in  these  words: 

*'  In  cnse  of  the  inRolvency  of  any  corporation,  the  laborers  in  the  employ 
thereof  bhall  have  a  lien  upon  the  assets  thereof,  for  the  amount  of  wages  due 
to  them  respectively,  which  shall  be  |>aid  prior  to  any  other  debt  or  debts  of 
said  company;  and  the  word  'laborers^  shall  be  construed  to  include  all  per- 
sons doing  labor  or  service  of  whatever  character,  for  or  as  workmen  or  em- 
l>Ioyee8  in  the  regular  employ  of  such  corjwration/'     Mev.  188. 

That  part  of  the  section  whicli  creates  a  lien  is  practically  a 
transcript  of  the  forty-second  section  of  the  act  authorizing  the 
establishment  of  manufacturing  corjxjrations.  Nix,  Dig,  {4th  ed,) 
639,  The  pro}>er  construction  of  the  section  last  mentioned,  so 
far  »s  it  affects  the  question  under  consideration,  was  settled  in 
Bedford  v.  Newark  Machine  Co.,  1  C.  E,  Gr,  117,  The  pur^iose 
of  both  being  the  same,  and  their  language  being  identical,  a 

nor  a  creditor  on  his  debtor's  chattels  in  his  possessien  (Allen  v.  Megguirtf  15 
MoAA.  4-^0;  Brewer  v.  Pitkin,  11  Pick.  298;    Owen  v.  Dixon,  17  Conn.  P^^ 
BaUnj  v.  Rom,  20  N.  11.  S02 ;  see  *S'/.  /y)MM  v.  Regenjass,  S8  Wis.  lU)^ 

Within  the  meaning  of  statutes  giving — {l)8ervantH,  {2  )laborera,  {$)  employees 
(4)  mechanics,  (5)  arlijiccri  and  (0)  oipe/o^irea— preferences  for  wages  for  work  don^ 
the  following  havel>een  deemed  (l.»  Servants:  An  overseer  and  book-keep^ 
{llovey  v.  Ten  Broeck,  S  Roberts.  316) ;  a  superintendent  ( WieJcham  v.  Hardy ^ 
Jut.  (iV.  S.)  871 ;  Cumberl/ind  R.  R.  v.  Slack,  4^  Md.  161) ;  an  assistant  suj 
intendeiit  (  Vincent  v.  Bam/ord,  1  Jon  <&  Spen.  506 ;  see  Bryan  v.  State,  44 
3:if8) ;  a  mining  boss  {Del.  Canal  Co.  v.  Carroll,  89  Pa.  St.  374);  a  civil  engio«E= 
(  Willifuiuon  V.  Wadsworth,  49  Barb.  294;  see  Callahan  v.  B.  &  M.  R,  R, 
Iowa  66J ;  Pa.  R.  R.  v.  Leuffer,  84  Pa.  St.  168) ;  a  clerk  and  foreman  C  - 
parte  Humphreys,  S  Deac.  &  Chit.  114  ;  Salina  v.  Seitz,  16  Kan.  liS;  Abbots 
Steam  Packet  Co.,  4  Md.  Ch.  310) ;  a  traveler  engaged  at  an  amiual  salary  ^^ 
parte  Neale,  1  Mont.  &  Mac.  194  ;  see  Reg.  v.  2Vte,  Leigh  &  Com  t9 ;  Be^» 
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judicial  construction  of  one  determines  also  the  meaning  of  the 
other.    The  case  just  cited,  I  understand,  settles  two  propositions : 
first,  that  a  person  not  in  the  employ  of  the  corporation  at  the  time 
it  becomes  insolvent,  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute ; 
^nd  second,  that  the  insolvency  meant  in  the  act  is  that  ascer- 
tained by  the  court  as  the  ground  of  its  jurisdiction.     Until  a 
<^rporation  becomes  insolvent,  and  this  fact  is  laid  before  the 
<^urt  in  the  r^ular  method  of  procedure,  it  has  no  authority  to 
■nterfere  witli   the  corporation.      Until  insolvency  is  charged 
Against  it,  in  legal  form,  the  court  is  bound  to  presume  it  was 
'^Ivent.     Upon  tliis  point.  Chancellor  Green,  in  the  case  just 
^'Jtcd,  said  that  the  statute  looks  to  the  insolvency  which  leads  to 
^he  proceeding  resulting  in  a  judicial  determination  of  insolvency. 
-He  further  said :  "  The  court  cannot,  upon  an  inquiry  of  this 
*^ature  [and  the  inquiry  then  before  the  court  was  as  to  who  was 
^«i titled  to  this  lieu],  undertake  to  investigate  the  financial  ability 
^*f  the  corporation  at  previous  periods,  founded  upon  a  mere  fail- 
^*re  to  meet  its  engagements,  or  upon  the  actual  state  of  its 
finances,  after  its  business  has  been  suspended."     The  insolvency 
^vhich  gives  rise  to  this  lieu  is  that  which  is  judicially  ascer- 
^iued  and  becomes  the  ground  of  the  court's  jurisdiction.     The 
^^urt  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  previous  condition  of  the  cor- 
l>oration.     The  lien  given  by  the  statute  comes  into  existence 
^s  of  the  date  which  tiie  court  adjudges  to  be  the  time  when  the 

-^•c^rtw,  L,  R.  {1  C.  C.)  S4) ;  the  mate  of  a  vessel  {Ez  parte  Homborg^  6  Jur. 
^^^)]  the  housekeei>er  of  a  hotel  {Lawler  v.  Linden,  Ir.  L.  R,  {10  Com.  Law) 
"^^^);  a  bar-keeper  [Boniface  v.  ScoU.,  S  Serg.  &  Eawle  351)  \  a  journeyman 
^tlari  V.  Aldridgey  Oowp,  S4t  Loffi  4^3;  see  Landry  v.  Blanchard,  20  La. 
^iw,  173;  Ez  parU  Gordon,  1  Jur.  (N.  S.)  683;  Jobsen  v.  Boden,  3  Fa.  St. 
"^3;  PhiUipa  on  Meek.  Liens  i  50) ;  a  designer  [Ez  parte  Ormerody  1  D.  &  L. 
^^o) ;  an  oven-placer  in  a  pottery  ( Willeti  v.  Boote,  6  H.  <&  N.  26) ;  a  clerk 
^ho8e  wages  are  not  all  due  [Thomas  v.  Willianis,  1  A.  &  E.  685). 

(2)  Laborers:    A  railroad  workman  with  his   team  [Warner  v.  Hudson 

^iKTB,B^  5  How.  Pr.  4^4;  but  as  to  the  team,  see  Atckerson  v.  Troy  B. 

K  B  Ahb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  329  ;  Barnard  v.  McKenzU,  4  Col  251 ;  Hill  v.  Ncunnan, 

^hLSL  151;  Hedmer  v.  Chave,  5  Pa.  St.  115;   Wentworth's  Appeal,  82  Pa. 

^469;  Hope  Mining  Co.,  1  Sairy.  710;  Cobum  v.  Kersxcell,  35  Me.  126;  Mc- 

0»«M V.  WiUm,  34  Me.  286 ;  Batch  v.  N.  Y.  &  0.  R.  Ry 46  N.  Y.  521 ;  Brv^U 

^'  GrifUk,  34  Oil.  302;  Branin  v.  Conn.  R.  R.,  31  Vt.  214) ;  a  laborer,  although 
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insolvency  accrued  which  gives  it  jurisdiction.  That  date  in 
this  case,  fixed  by  the  decree  of  the  court,  is  September  6th,  1878, 
and  that  must  be  taken  as  the  time  when  the  right  of  lien  arose. 
The  second  question  proi)Ounded  is,  Does  this  lien  arise  in  favor 
of  an  assignee  of  a  claim  for  wages,  who  acquired  his  right  prior 
to  the  date  of  insolvency  fixed  by  the  decree?  The  wages,  to  be 
within  the  protection  of  the  statute,  must  he  due  to  a  person  in 
the  employ  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  when  it  becomes  in- 
solvent. If,  prior  to  tiiat  time,  tliey  are  assigned,  so  that  wlieu 
insolvency  occurs  they  are  not  due  to  an  employee,  no  lien 
arises.  Such,  I  think,  is  the  plain  direction  of  the  statute.  Ite 
words  are,  "  In  case  of  the  insolvency  of  any  corporation,  the 
lalK)rer3  in  the  employ  thereof  shall  have  a  lien  ui)on  the 
assets  thereof,  &c."  Only  those  in  the  employ  of  the  corporatioi 
at  the  time  of  its  insolvency  are  within  either  the  words  or  tht 
policy  of  the  statute.  The  purpose  (Tf  the  statute  is  obvious.  I 
is  sometimes  a  matter  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the  public  thit. 
the  business  of  an  insolvent  corporation  should  be  kept  in  opcrsk 
tion,  and  it  is  almost  always  true  that  the  property  of  such  bodie 
cannot  be  preserval  unless  they  are  kept  up  as  going  concern 
The  statute  was  designed  to  accomplish  both  of  these  purjx^str 
And  to  this  end  it  wius  clearly  n*  cessary  that  the  employees  ot* 
corporation  in  an  insolvent  condition,  whose  skill  and  labor  sm^ 
indis{)ensable  to  the  continuance  of  its  operations,  should  be  ms^< 


also  a  mechanic  (Adams  v.  Goodrich^  Jo  Ga.  ^'j^  ;  see  Myers  v.  Buchanan  , 
Mum.  307) ;  hoi.sterfl  of  materials  [Tizztird  v.  Huf/heSy  3  Phila,  201) ;  one    «?: 
ploye<l  by  the  owner  to  cook  for  his  workmen  (  Yoanfj  v.  French,  So  Win.  -Z-- 
contra,  SidliiKin^s  Appeal,  77  Pa.  St.  107  ;  McCormick  v.  Los  Angeles  Cb.,  40    ^ 
i.S'J) ;  a  pilot,  who  was  also  a  contractor  [Hanson  v.  Jlile^,  S4  Iowa  350^ 
Cook  V.  Parhamj  24  Ala.  21 ;  Dud  man  v.  D*d)lin  Board^  Ir.  L.  R.  (7  Com,  X^^ 
olif)  ;  a  miner  who  mines  coal  for  a  certain  price  per  ton  (Penna.  Coal  Ch 
Voiiidlo,  33  Pa.  St.  241 ;  RecfCs  Appeal,  IS  Pa.  St.  23o);  all  who  work  m— 
their  own  hands  [Seiders's  Appeal,  40  Pa.  *SV.  o7 ;  Ingram  v.  Barnes^  7  E^^ 
BL  llo;  Jacobs  V.  Knapp,  oO  X.  II.  71;  Floyd  v.  Weaver,  16  Jur.  3S9 ,-  O-^- 
ran  v.  Swan,  63  Ga.  39;  Bobbins  v.  Bice,  LS  N.  II.  507) ;  the  digger  of  a  ii^"" 
at  a  certain  price  per  foot  {Lowther  v.  Radnor,  8  East  113) ;  house  paint-  ^ 
(Martine  v.  Nelson,  51  Hi  422) ;  a  reporter  and  city  editor  of  a  newspa^^ 
(Henries  v.  Norvell,  17  Am,  Law  Re(j,  (JV.  S.)  97  and  note) ;  a  drayman  ( WoJi>J^ 
V.  Watson  Co,,  S  Stew,  Eq.  58S). 


.]  OCTOBER  TERM,  1880.  19 


,  Lackawanna  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Oxford  Iron  Co. 


secuf^s  for  their  wages.     To  euable  an  insolvent  corporation  to 

retaix::^    its  employees  is  the  primary  object  of  the  statute.    Persons 

holdm  x:ig  claims  for  wages,  who  are  not  in  the  employ  of  a  corjwra- 

tion     Sfct  the  time  when  it  becomes  insolvent,  are  not^  therefore, 

vrith  i  n  its  policy  nor  entitled  to  its  protection. 

It    is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  assignment  of  the  debt  carries 

\«'ith    i  t  any  security  which  the  assignor  holds.     But  when  these 

assiS^^  ii^ci^te  were  made  the  assignors  had  no  security  or  lien. 

The  x^ight  of  lien  arose  sul)8equently,  and  though  the  assignors  may 

stiU  liave  been  in  the  employ  of  the  corporation  when  it  became 

insolvent,  the  wages  previously  assigned  were  not  due  to  them, 

but  to  persons  not  entitled  to  the  character  of  employees.     The 

statute  creates  a  lien  in  favor  of  no  person  except  an  employee 

who  is  in  the  employ  of  a  corporation  at  the  time  when  it  be- 

<x)mes  insolvent,  and  in  favor  of  no  debt  except  for  wages  due  an 

employee  who  is  in  the  employ  of  a  corporation  at  the  time  when 

it  becomes  insolvent. 

A. II  assignment  made  after  the  lien  has  attached  passes,  of 
course,  both  wages  and  lien,  and  in  such  case  the  assignee  will 
l^old  the  debt  with  its  security. 

The  third  question  submitted  asks  whether,  if  a  claim  is  pre- 
i*nted,  embracing  other  items  than  charges  for  wages,  a  lien  for 
any  part  of  it  will  attach.  The  statute  gives  no  specific  direction 
^^  to  the  method  in  which  claims  under  tfiis  section  shall  be 

Employ eee  or  laborers  of  a  sub-contractor  may  be  included.     Branin  v 
<'o'ni.  R.  R,  31  Vi.  214;  Mundt  v.  Sheboygan  R.  R,  31  WU.  V>1 ;  P't^rs  v.  ^ 
^  R  R,  24  Mo,  586;  Kent  v.  New   York  Central  R  R,  12  N.  Y.  628; 
^^WttwAon  V.  St.  Louis  R.  R,  30  Mo.  540;  CuAc/rove  v.  Tebo  R  R,  54  Mo.  4^5; 
^ort  v.Boatwi  R.  R,  121  .Vaw.  510;  Conunt  v.  Van  Shaiek,  24  Barb.  87; 
'^'•wfoic  V.  Urquhoii,  30  Wis.  260  ;  Redmond  v.  G(denn  R.  R.,  Id.  426. 
Hat  see  ^i-6ii«fcfe  v.  lUinois  R.  R,  SI  III.  4>!f ;  Oiitv  R.  R.  v.  Watmn,  85  III. 
'"'I;  Oallaghar  v.  AMy,  26  Barb.  143 ;  MHUred  v.  Lake  Ontario  R.  Ry  9 
'^'«.iV.  238;  Lake  Erie  R.  R.  v.  Eckler,  13  Ind.  67;  Indianapolis  R.  R.  v. 
'^ii^i/y,  38  Ind.  I40  ;  Marks  v.  Indianapolis  R.  R,  Id.  44^J ;   Utter  v.  Crane,  37 
^^  CJ/  ;.  Doe  V.  Monson,  33  Me.  430  ;  Jacobs  v.  Knnpp,  50  N.  II.  71 ;  Guthrie 
^-  Horner,  12  Pa.  St.  236. 
'^1  Employeeb:  Counsel  who  have  rendered  professional  services  (Gumey 
^f^icand  G.  W.  R.  R,  58  y.  Y.  358);  police  officers  {Malloiy  v.  United 
'^,•1  Of.  of  CI.  257  ;  see  Kimball  v.  Boston,  1  Allen  417) ;  a  laborer  on  gov- 
^•nent  grounds  {Stone^s  Cafe,  3  Ct.  0/  CI.  260) ;  not  one  wln>  merely  shovels 
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proved.  Unsecured  debts  are  to  be  proved  in  such  manner  ; 
this  court  shall  direct.  Rev.  188  §  62,  Grenerally,  the  b<>ol 
of  a  corporation  contain  the  only  written  evidence  of  the  amoni 
of  wages  due  to  its  employees.  When  this  is  the  case,  no  difi 
culty  can  arise  in  ascertaining  the  sums  for  which  liens  may  1 
claimed.  To  prevent  confusion  in  case  an  employee  happens 
have  two  claims,  one  entitled  to  preference  and  the  other  no 
they  should  be  proved  separately,  l)nt  if  he  fails  or  refuses  to  d 
so,  I  know  of  no  principle  of  law  which  would  justify  the  coui 
in  declaring  that  he  had  thereby  forfeited  his  right  under  tli 
statute.  If,  in  consequence  of  the  intermingling  of  charges  fo 
wages  with  charges  not  lienable,  serious  difficulty  should  arise  ii 
ascertaining  how  mucl)  is  due  for  wages,  I  think  all  fair  doubt 
should  be  resolved  against  the  claimant's  right  to  preference,  an 
he  should  only  be  allowed  a  lien  for  such  sum  as  clearly  appear 
to  be  due  for  wages. 

The  fourth  question  discussed  is,  Does  the  statute  give  a  lien  fii 
wages  earned  prior  to  April  7th,  1875  ?  That  is  the  date  of  th 
incorporation  of  the  provision  under  consideration  into  the  genera 
corporation  act.  Prior  to  that  date  it  applied  to  such  corpora 
tions  only  as  were  organized  under  the  act  authorizing  the  estaL 
lishment  of  manufacturing  corporations.  The  Oxford  Iron  Com 
pany  was  created  by  special  charter.     P.  i.  of  1859  p,  377, 


and  loads  dirt  on  a  gravel  train  {Deppe  v.  Chicago  R.  JR.,  36  Iowa  52) ;  a  ^ 
retary  ( WdU  v.  SmUh  Minn.  R.  i2.,  1  Fed.  Rep.  270). 

(4)  Mechanics:  A  vendor  of  machinery  is  not  a  machinist  {Kirkpatric^ 
Bank  of  AuguntOj  30  Ga.  4^3;  Schofield  v.  Stout,  59  Ga.  5S7) ;  a  oorpom« 
may  be  (Loudon  v.  CoUmany  59  Ga.  653 ;  Phillips  on  Meeh.  Lien  J  53 ;  !>-- 
River  Co.  v.  Arnold^  46  Wis.  214  /  see  Kentucky  Lead  Go.  v.  New  Albany  W^' 
Works,  62  Ind.  63) ;  not  one  who  works  casually  at  a  trade  (Grantham's  f 

1  Win»t.  73). 

(5)  Artificers:  A  weaver  of  gloves  at  an  agreed  price  per  dozen  ^-'►a 
(Chawner  v.  Cummings,  S  Q.  B.  311 ;  Moorhouse  v.  Lee,  4  F.  &  F.  S5^  } 
"  bmty  collier "  (Bowers  v.  Lovekin,  6  El.  &  Bl.  584  ;  Sleemun  v.  Barrett,  2  ^ 
a  934;  Pillar  v.  Uynor  Co.,  L.  R.  {4  C.  P.)  752) ;  a  vessel  iron-plater  (X- 
rence  v.  Todd,  14  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  554) ;  one  working  manually  and  also  8Up«" 
tending  others,  for  weekly  wages  and  a  commission  ( WhiteUy  v.  Armita^^ 
W.  R,  144) ;  an  overseer  in  a  printing-office  (Bishop  v.  LeHs,  1  F,d  F,  4^ 
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Statutes  are  to  be  construed  to  operate  prospectively,  unless  a 
retrospective  effect  be  clearly  intended.     As  a  general  rule,  a 
statute  takes  effect  only  from  its  date,  and  therefore,  although  its 
words  may  be  broad  enough,  in  their  literal  signification,  to  com- 
prehend existing  cases,  it  is  to  be  construed  as  extending  only  to 
case«  that  shall  arise  after  its  date.     Even  remedial  statutes  are 
^^  be  deemed  prospective,  and  are  not  to  be  applied  to  existing 
P^'oceedings  unless  a  contrary  intent  be  clearly  expressed.    These 
^"^  familiar  rules  of  construction. 

There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  this  statute,  and  certainly 

[^^tliing  in  its  policy,  which  indicates  that  the  legislature  intended 

'^   should  have  a  retrospective  effect.     The  lien  given  by  it,  as 

^S^^inst  this  corporation,  attiiches  only   to  wages  earned  since 

^pTil  7th,  1875. 

Some  of  the  employees  of  the  Oxford  Iron  Company  have 
i^^»*iuitted  their  wages  to  remain  uncollected  for  long  periods, 
^^ tending  in  some  instances  over  three  or  four  years.  Whether 
^*^c»y  did  so  at  the  request  of  the  oflBcers  of  the  corporation,  or 
^^^t.'ause  they  believed  them  to  be  safe  and  desired  them  to  ac- 
^^rtiulate,  does  not  appear.  The  question  raised  on  this  branch 
^*  the  case  is,  Are  such  parts  of  the  claim  as  embrace  wages 
^^^ned  prior  to  the  pay-day  immediately  preceding  the  date 
^heu  the  corporation  became  insolvent,  entitled  to  the  preferenco 
&Ven  by  the  statute?     It  is  insisted  that  the  statute  was  not 


1,6)  Operatives:   An  apprentice  iEx  purfe  Steincr,  1  Pa.  L.  J.  Rfp.  SOS ; 

^^fJJord  Y.Newark  Machme  Co.,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  117 ;   see  The  Beai^r,  S  Bob.  Ad. 

^'^ ;  Maion  v.  The  BlairenUy  :2  Cronch  ^40;  Milligan  v.  WeiUje,  12  A.  &  E. 

'^^  ;  New  OrUanH  B.  B.  v.  Harrwmy  4S  MU'*.  ll-J) ;   or  son  of  a  workman  (In 

•*«   HaHman,  4  Bank.  Beg.  103;   Atchernoii  v.  Troy  B.  B.,  6  Abb.  Pr.  {N.  S.) 

^^  ;  Bee  Barron  v.  Collins^  40  Go.  '^>SfJ)  ;    or  wife  ( Thai/ei-  v.  Mann,  '?  CSiAh. 

^^;  see  Angiilo  v.  Sunol,  U  Od.  4't.-). 

The  following  were  held  to  come  within  none  of  the  classes  nan)e<i :  ii  statute 

^ving  redress  to  "any  person"  injured  on  a  railroa<l,  does  not  include  a  laborer 

^Kfykhntk  V.  Pa/c.  B.  Bf  4^  Mo.  1S7) ;  a  statute  exempting  the  wages  of  railroad 

*naplovees  from  gariiishment  was  afterwards  extended  to  all  employees  who 

.   *tte married. — Htldy  that  railroad  employees  were  embnwed  in  the  amendment 

^}^»^andn  v.  Milwaukee  B.  B.,  '2G  Wis.  76;  see  Johixton's  Estate,  S3  Pa.  St. 

•''^);  contractors  {Sharman  v.  Sanders,  13  C.  B.  106  ;  Ingram  v.  Barnes.  7  El. 

^Bl.115;  BUey  v.  Warden,  ^  Exch.  50;  Lehigh  Coed  Co.  v.  Central  B  R.  Co., 
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intended  to  give  protection  to  the  negligent  and  slothful,  nor  to 
enable  employees  to  use  a  trading  or  manufacturing  corj>oration 
as  a  savings  bank.  Its  j^ertinent  words  are  that  the  employees  in 
the  employ  of  any  corporation  at  the  time  when  it  becomes  in- 
solvent, shall  have  a  lien  "  for  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  them 
res|>ectively."  This  language  is  plain  and  easily  understood. 
The  inquiry  is  very  simple :  Is  the  sum  claimed  wages  ?  If  the 
wages  have  l)een  paid,  and  then  returned  as  a  deposit  or  loan, 
the  sum  due  is  not  wages — they  have  been  paid — but  a  loan. 
But  if  no  payment  has  been  made,  but  the  sum  due  still  repre- 
sents compensation  for  labor  or  service,  then  the  case  is  just  the 
one  described  by  the  statute,  and  is  clearly  within  its  words  as 
well  as  its  spirit.  There  are  no  restrictive  words  in  this  statute, 
either  as  to  time  or  amount.  The  statute  regulating  assignments 
for  the  l)enefit  of  creditors  limits  the  sum  for  which  preference 
may  be  claimed.  Rev,  38  §  S.  The  presence  of  this  limitation 
ill  one  act,  and  not  in  the  other,  shows  very  clearly,  I  think,  that 
the  legislature  intende<l  to  prescribe  a  different  rule  in  one  case 
from  that  which  was  prescribed  in  the  other.  This  purpose  must 
have  effect. 

The  sixth  question  is,  Does  the  acceptance  of  a  promissorj- 
note  operjite  as  a  waiver  of  the  lien  ?  This  lien,  like  any  other 
right,  may  be  waived.  An  intention  to  extinguish  a  right  may, 
in  certain  cases,  be  as  unmistakably  manifested  by  acts  as  by 


X?  Stetv.  En.  ?'>2 ;  yey  v.  Dnbufjuc  R.  R,  ^0  Iowa  347 ;  Bonhoell  v.  Townsentl 
37  Bnrh.  i*'^'^  ;  Cummings  v.  xWw  York  R.  R.,  1  Lans.  GS ;  Chapman  v.  Black 
Rivf-r  R.  7?.,  4  Lans.  .%"/  Oorhin  v.  Amer.  Mills,  '^7  Conn.  274  ;  Bakh  t.  3".  1'. 
<{•  0.  R.  R.,  4f'  N.  Y.  r>Jl;  Aikin  v.  ir^/woM,  24  X.  Y.  4<^2 ;  Breed  v.  Aii^fc,  ^6* 
Go.  11^';  Witman  v  Walker,  U  W.  tfc  S.  IS.^ ;  Fo^Auxan  v.  J^mcy,  4o  Go.  501; 
Rubinson  v.  11V66,  11  Bn^h  474;  Chirmfo  R.  R.  v.  McCarthy,  20  111.  385);  a 
physician  i  Wtynwuth  v.  Sfinborn,  4'^  -V.  IL  171 ;  see  Hunttr^s  Ch«f,  1  Winst. 
.^7 J) ;  a  foreign  superintendent  of  mines  {Hill  v.  Spencer,  61  N.  Y,  274;  Dean 
V.  I)e  WolJ\  10  Hun  ISO) ;  a  tinie-keeiK*r  of  laborers  {M.  K.  &  T.  R.  JR.  v.  Baker, 
14  Kna.  'iO.i ;  Snyder  v.  Gibbon:*,  .>  Phila.  120) ;  or  paymaster  {Edgar  v.  iSriita- 
bury,  17  Mo.  271) ;  a  consulting  engineer  {Ericsson  v.  Brown,  3S  Barb,  390);  m 
secretary  ( <  'offin  v.  Reynolds,  37  y.  Y.  O40 ;  see  Richardson  v.  Abendroth, 
Barb,  102) ;  an  archilect  iBank  of  Pa.  v.  Gries,  3.'>  Pa.  St,  4^8 ;  Amn  v.  D^^ 

41  Me.  397 ;   Price  v.  A'lVA-,  00  Pa.  St. ;  Raeder  v.  Benaberg,  6  Mo.  App. 

445);  aliter,  where  he  aNo  su])erintend8  the  building   { Mvi,  Btn,  InM,  Co,  v. 
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words;  but  to  warrant  the  court  in  giving  acts  such  force,  they 
must  declare  the  actor's  purpose  with  sucli  clearness  and  certainty 
as  to  be,  in  effect,  a  declaration  of  his  intention  to  give  up  his 
rights.  The  acceptance  of  a  promissory  note,  without  security, 
is  not  capable  of  l)eing  so  understood ;  all  the  inferences  to  be 
<lra^jvn  from  such  an  act  run  very  strongly  in  the  opix)site  direc- 
tion. Tlie  rule  upon  this  subject,  I  think,  is  settled.  The 
acceptance  of  the  debtor's  own  promissory  note  for  a  debt,  which 
may  be  made  the  basis  of  a  lien  under  the  mechanics'  lien  law, 
is  not  a  waiver  of  the  payee's  right  of  lien.  The  same  rule,  I 
think,  should  govern  here. 

The  seventh  question  may  be  stated  as  follows :  Does  this  lien 
include  interest?     The  question,  it  will  be  observe<l,  assumes  that 
interest  has  accrued.     What  the  fact  is  I  have  no  means  of 
ascertaining,  but  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  the  question,  I  shall 
a^nnie  that  interest  has  accrued.     Interest  is  not  within  the 
literal  terms  used — wages  alone  are  mentioned.     The  employees 
are  to  have  a  lien  "  for  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  them  respec- 
tively."   Ordinarily,  wliere  a  debt  bears  interest,  the  interest  is 
regarded  as  an  incident  of  the  debt,  constituting  part  of  it;  and 
if  ^  lien  is  given  for  the  debt,  it  covers  the  whole  debt,  including 
interest.   But  the  word  used  here  is  not  "  debt,"  but  *'  wages  " — 
^^i  compensation  for  labor  or  services.     Another  part  of  the 
'^^lon,  however,  shows  that  wages  was  used  as  synonymous  with 


^•"K^  11  a  E.  Or,  389  ;  Knight  v.  Norris,  13  Minn.  4^3  ;  St.  Qair  Coal  Co.  v. 
Martz^  75  Pa,  iS5t.  3S4;  Stryker  v.  Cassiiiy,  76  N.  Y.  50;  see  Fou»hee  v.  Orig^y, 
"  outk  75) ;  the  superintendent  of  a  building,  who  is  also  the  contractor 
*^<y  ?.  Blakey,  27  Mo.  SO;  see  Kanaan  R.  R.  v.  LittU,  10  Kan.  207) ;  the 
^'♦reman  of  a  tailor  {Lauran  v.  Hotz,  1  Mart.  {N.  S.)  I4O) ;  a  teacher  in  an 
*"*>Weul'»  school  {Labato'8  Chae,  2  Mart.  {N.S.)  05 J ;  see  Dollahite's  Ctwe,  1 

"***•  7-^);  a  music  master  {Kz  parte  Walter^  L.  R.  [15  Eq.)  41'2) ;  a  governess 

^'-^  'V.  Kerrickf  8  Exeh.  151);  workmen  in  an  iron  foundry,  as  servants, 

*W«ni'«  Onset  5  Binn.  107 ;  Ex  parte  Crau/oot,  1  Mimt.  270) ;  an  undertaker 

^'Wt  V.  Shawhan,  4  W.  4&  S.  257) ;  the  guard  of  a  stage-coach  [Ex  parte  Skin- 

^t^Deae.  <fe  Chit,  332) ;  workmen  who  work  by  the  piece  {Ex  parte  Grdlier, 

^m.  i64) ;  a  surveyor  of  wood  (Blaekman^n  Case,  0  Chicago  L.  ^"18) ; 
*croppen"  (Danid  v.  Swtarengeny  6  Rich.  {X.  S.)  471) ;  one  who  had  agreed 
'o  ooild  a  wall  at  a  certain  price  and  within  a  certain  time  {Ijnncas<ter  v. 
^^'••o^^  B.  4t  C  628;  McQinntw  v.  Parrington,  43  Conn.  143) ;  an  overseer 
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debt,  for  the  direction  is  that  wages  sliall  be  paid  prior  to  o1 
debt  or  debts.  The  ini[)ortant  considerations  on  this  brancb 
the  case  are :  Wages  are  usually  paid  at  short  intervals.  Sue 
almost  the  universal  custom.  It  grows  out  of  the  necessities 
the  employees.  They  generally  work  for  small  compensatioDy 
their  daily  labor  is  their  only  means  of  support.  They  are 
dom  al)le  to  allow  their  wages  to  accumulate.  Protection 
accumulation  was,  obviously,  not  one  of  the  purposes  of  the  1 
Such  cases  so  rarely  happen  that  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 
legislature  intended  to  make  provision  for  tliem.  The  legislal 
merely  intende<l  to  secure  to  employees  their  wages,  for  that 
all  the  protection  it  was  necessary  to  extend  to  them  to  acc< 
plish  the  end  in  view,  namely,  to  keep  an  insolvent  corporal 
in  operation  as  a  going  concern.  In  the  great  majority  of  ca 
the  amount  of  wages  that  an  employee  will  allow  to  fall  in  an 
will  l>e  very  small,  and  the  sum  due  for  interest  will  be  j 
smaller — so  trifling,  indeed,  that  it  would  have  no  influence  wl 
ever  upon  his  judgment  in  deciding  whether  he  should  sta^ 
seek  other  employment.  Besides,  the  preference  given  is 
derogation  of  the  common  right  of  equality  among  creditors 
the  same  rank,  and  the  scope  of  the  statute  should  not,  theref 
be  extended  by  construction.  The  court  is  bound  to  give  \v 
is  granted,  but  nothing  more.  The  lien  given  is  for  wages,  j 
I  think  the  court  is  bound  to  restrict  it  to  wages.     No  inte; 


(Rust  V.  BUlirujalea,  U  Ga.  SOS;  Whitaker  v.  Smith,  SI  N,  C.  340;  see  Car 
V.  MathewAf  fi5  Qa.  671) ;  one  engaged  in  selling  and  delivering  wood  by 
cord  at  a  mill,  (  Wmhxvoith  v.  Duke,  50  Ga.  91;  see  Palmer  v.  Tucker,  45 
310) ;  a  plasterer  (Fux  v.  Rucker,  30  Go.  5iio  ;  Parker  v.  Bell,  7  Gray  -#?/>1 
mover  of  buildings  {Stepheim  v.  Holmes,  f!4  III-  330) ;  an  ngent  of  an  insun 
company,  in  anothor  state  (First  Nat  Bank  v.  Jaggers,  SI  Md,  SS) ;  a  pol 
man  {Johnson  v.  Mallet,  ^  Win^ft.  13;  see  Buttrick  v.  Lomll,  1  Allen  17S ;  i 
6a//  V.  BosUni,  Id,  41'^). 

Servants  &c,  wbo  voluntarily  leave,  forft»it  their  lien  for  wages  due 
jHirie  Gee,  3  Deac.  oO.i ;  Kx  parte  Bennett,  3  Mont.  &  Ayr.  609;  Napier* s  ( 
i?  Pug.  300,  3  Pug.  134;   Bedford  v.  Newark  Machine  Co.,  1  C.  E,  Gr.  117 ; 
Curt  in' s  Case,  1  Winst,  ISO;  Sanders  s  Ca.%e,  ii  Mont.  &  Ayr.  684), 

Taking  a  note  for  the  wages  is  no  waiver  (  Weymouth  v.  Sanborn,  4* 
II.  171 ;  ClemaU  v.  Newton,  7S  lU.  4^7 ;  Laviokte  v.  Redding,  4  B.  Man. 
Globe  V.  Gale,  7  Black/.  ^'IS;  Meeks  v.  Sims,  S4  III.  422 ;  McMurmy  v.  Ta 
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sho^:ild  be  allowed  before  the  lien  attaches ;  after  that,  interest 
shodld  be  allowed. 

^The  ooansel  of  the  receiver  charges  that  some  of  the  claims 
ha^%r^  {)een  proved  for  sums  in  excess  of  the  amounts  really  due. 
Siic^li  claimis,  he  insists,  are  fraudulent ;  and  for  that  reason  it  is 
th^    duty  of  the  court  to  declare  the  right  of  lien,  in  respect  to 
th^sm,  to  be  forfeited.     There  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  before  the 
coma^irt    But  suppose  there  was — the  statute  does  not  make  fraud 
ac2a.use  of  forfeiture.    It  contains  no  words  of  forfeiture  for  any 
caiAse.    Such  a  purpose  must  not  be  imputed  to  the  law-making 
poMrer,  in  the  absence  of  clear  words,  or  an  implication  so  strong 
^  to  be  equivalent  to  express  words.     Reeve  v.  Eimendorf,  9  Vr. 
^^'5*,  has  no  application   to  the  matter  in  hand.     There  is  no 
*^alogy,  in  any  point  of  view,  betweeen  the  two  cases.    Usually 
the  oflScers  of  a  corporation  are  much  better  informed  as  to  the 
^"xiounts  due  to  its  creditors  of  this  class  than  are  the  creditors 
themselves.     Their  books  frequently  contain  the  only  account 
^^isting  between  the  parties,  and  in  case  of  dispute  are  resorted 
to  by  both  parties  as  their  mutual  arbiter.     It  is  not  pretended 
^^  this  case  that  tlie  least  difficulty  will  be  encountered  in  ascer- 
taining the  actual  amounts  due. 

In  my  judgment,  the  mere  fact  that  a  claim  for  wages  is  pre- 
^^nted  for  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  amount  really  due,  does  not 
^prive  the  claimant  of  the  preference  given  to  him  by  the 
statute. 


^^  Mo.  263;  Mmrmn  v.  Laura,  40  Mo.  2G0 ;  Blake  v.  PiUher,  50  Md.  453; 

-'^ciUiw  V.  Oarland,  67  Me.  345  ;  Hutchinson  v.  SuurtHweUer^  4  Stew.  Eq.  205  ; 
*^hite  V.  Dumpke^  4^  Wis.  4^4;  see  Hutching  v.  Oicotty  4  Vt.  540 ;  Green  v. 

^oz,  7  AUen  86;  Ehlers  v.  Elden,  51  Miss.  405;  Schneider  v.  Kolchoff,  59  hid. 

^^;  Napier's  Que,  2  Pug.  300). 

A  laborei^tt  lien  is  not  assignable  (Cairo  &  V.  R.  R.  v.  Fackney,  78  III.  116 ; 

^in^  V.  Qrijjin,  1  E.  D.  Smith  162;   Buggies  v.  Walker,  34  Vt.  468;  Boilin  v. 

O^,  45  N.  Y.  766;  Dano  v.  M.  &  0.  B.  JK.,  27  Ark.  564;  Tewkshury  v.  Bron- 

«oiS  48  Win.  581 ;  gee  Kramer  v.  Buckel,  17  Hun  463;  Bogers  v.  Chnaha  Co.,  4 

^^(h.54;  Ooffy.  Papin,  34  Mo.  177;  Brovm'a  Case,  4  Ben.  142;  Nash  v.  Mosher, 

^^  Wend.  481;  Sinton  v.  BoberU,  46  Ind.  476;  Fai-well  v.  Orier,  38  Jowa  83; 

■Bonaetf  v.  Holt,  89  III.  71;   Kerr  v.  Moore,  54  Miss.  286;  Peters  v.  St.  Louis 

^  ^,  g4  Mo.  686;  also  PhUlips  on  Mech.  Lien,  ch.  F/.)— Rep. 
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Martha  A.  Sergent 

V. 

Augustus  G.  Sergent. 

1.  To  eetablish  desertion,  three  things  must  be  proved :  first,  cessation  of  co- 
habitation ;  second,  an  intent  in  the  mind  of  the  defendant  to  desert ;  and, 
third,  that  the  desertion  was  against  the  will  of  the  complainant. 

2.  To  constitute  desertion,  the  deserter  must  absent  himself -or  herself  from 
the  other  party,  of  his  or  her  own  accord,  and  without  the  consent  and  against 
the  will  of  the  other. 

3.  That  one  is  the  deserter  in  whose  mind  the  desire  and  intent  to  destroy 
the  marriage  relation  exist,  though  the  other  may  be  the  one,  who,  by  open 
conduct,  throws  off  marital  duty  and  allegiance. 


On  final  hearing  on  bill  and  ex  parte  proofs. 
Mr.  Flavel  McGee,  for  complainant. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

This  is  a  suit  by  a  wife  for  divorce  for  the  cause  of  desertion. 
The  husband  makes  no  defence.  The  following  are  the  material 
facts:  The  parties  were  married  in  Boston,  in  1861,  and  imme- 
diately afterwards  took  up  their  residence  in  Jersey  City,  where 
they  continued  to  reside  together  until  April,  1876,  when,  it  is 
alleged,  the  defendant  deserted  the  complainant,  and  has  never 
since  lived  with  her.  For  some  years  prior  to  the  separation  the 
defendant  had  been  an  habitual  drunkard.  He  was  frequently 
arrested  and  committed  for  drunkenness.  He  was  without  means, 
and  his  intemperate  habits  rendered  him  unfit  for  labor  or  busi- 
ness. The  complainant  says,  for  two  years  prior  to  the  8e|>ara- 
tion,  he  contributed  nothing  towards  the  support  of  his  family, 
but  she  had  supported  him.  When  he  left,  their  relations  were 
pleasant ;  he  went  without  warning  or  notice.  The  parting  is 
thus  described  by  the  complainant :  '^  He  gave  me  no  reason  for 
going  away ;  he  did  not  tell  me  he  was  going ;  he  simply  went, 
and  did  not  come  back ;  he  went  out  without  saying  anything 
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in  particular,  and  never  came  back ;  I  had  given  him  no  provo- 
cation ;  on  the  contrary,  I  had  taken  good  care  of  him,  sup- 
jwrted   him,  and  cared  for  him  when  he  came  home  drunk." 
After  he  left,  the  complainant  made  no  eifort  to  find  him,  or  to 
ascertain  what  had  become  of  him,  but  immediately  after  he  left, 
she  commenced  furnishing  him  with  money  through  a  friend, 
giving  him  $3  or  $4  whenever  he  called  for  it,  and  she  continued 
to  do  so  up  to  the  time  she  brought  her  suit.     The  contributions 
thus  made,  she  says,  averaged  $3  a  week.     In  August,  1876, 
he  called  on  her  at  her  mother's  house,  in  Boston.     He  knew 
she  was  there.     How  he  obtained  this  information,  does  not  ap- 
pear.   He  expected  to  enter  a  hospital  in  Boston,  to  undergo  a 
surgical  operation,  and  called  on  her  to  request  her  to  visit  him 
there.    She  went  and  had  an  interview  with  him,  and  gave  him 
money,  at  his  request,  to  pay  his  fare  from  Boston  to  New  York. 
On  this  occasion  she  did  not  ask  him  why  he  had  left  her,  nor 
whether  he  intended  to  return. 

As  portrayed  by  the  evidence,  the  defendant  is  certainly  a  very 
ondesirable  husband.  That,  however,  is  not  the  question.  This 
wurt,  fortunately,  is  not  charged  with  the  duty  of  revising  or 
dissolving  undesirable  or  ill-assorted  matches.  The  question 
^®re  is,  does  the  evidence  show  a  case  of  desertion  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute?  Mere  absence  by  a  husband  from  his 
^^ife  for  three  years  is  not  necessarily  desertion,  Rogers  v.  Rog- 
^,3  0.  E.  Gr.  U5;  Teat  v.  Test,  4,  C.  E.  Gr.  34^;  Tate  v. 
r«^,  11  C.  E.  Gr,  65.  If  a  wife  leaves  her  iuisband,  and  he 
fomishes  her  with  money  for  her  support,  and  does  not  insist,  as 
*  condition  of  support,  that  she  shall  perform  her  duty  as  a  wife, 
although  he  entreats  her  to  come  back,  the  conduct  of  the  parties, 
^  soch  case,  partakes  too  much  of  tiie  ciiaracter  of  a  friendly 
arrangement  to  render  the  wife  a  deserter.  Goldbeck  v.  Gold- 
^^SCE.  Gr.4^. 

•I^o establish  desertion,  three  things  must  be  proved  :  First,  oes- 
"^on  of  cohabitation ;  second,  an  intent  in  the  mind  of  the  de- 
fendant to  desert ;  and,  third,  that  the  desertion  was  against  the 
'''ill  of  the  complainant.  Sir  Creswell  Creswell,  in  Thompson  v. 
ThoB^fson,  1  Sid.  &    Ti\  ^31,  says:   "The  absence  and  ces- 
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i»ation  of  cohabitation  must  be  in  spite  of  the  wish  of  the  deserted 
party;  the  person  deserted  must  not  be  a  consenting  party." 
And  this  court  has  repeatedly  declared  that,  to  constitute  desertion, 
the  deserter  must  absent  himself  or  herself  fn)m  the  other  party 
of  his  or  her  own  accord,  and  without  the  consent  and  against 
the  will  of  the  other.  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  2  Beets.  38 ;  Cook 
V.  Cook,  Id.  S63 ;  Moores  v.  Moores,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  276 ;  Mel- 
downer/  v:  Meldowney,  1^  C.  E.  Or.  328 ;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  1 
Stew.  Eq.  207.  That  one  is  the  deserter  in  whose  mind  the  desire 
and  intent  to  destroy  the  marriage  relation  exists,  though  the 
other  may  be  the  one  who,  by  oi)en  conduct,  throws  off  marital 
duty  and  allegiance.  It  is  not  always  the  one  who  leaves  the 
matrimonial  habitation  that  is  the  deserter.  1  Bish.  on  M.  &  D. 
§  787.  If,  in  this  case,  the  wife,  while  the  husband  was  absent, 
laid  a  plan  to  keep  him  away,  and  so  far  executed  it  as  to  keep 
him  away  for  the  statutory  period,  her  purpose  all  the  time  being 
to  lay  the  foundation  for  a  suit  for  divorce,  his  absence,  though 
to  a  certain  extent  voluntary,  was  not  against  her  will,  but  just 
what  she  wanted,  and  would  not,  therefore,  be  cause  of  divorce. 
In  such  case  she  would  be  a  consenting  party  ;  indeed,  she  would 
be  helping  her  husband  to  commit  a  wrong  against  her  in  order 
that  she  might  take  advant^ige  of  it. 

These  principles  must  govern  this  case.     Did  the  defendant  go 
away   and  stay  away   from  his  wife  without  her  consent  an 
against  her  will?     He  is  not  the  sort  of  a  husband  a  decen* 
woman  would  be  anxious  to  live  with.     It  is  certain  she  mad» 
no  effort  to  lure  him  back;  on  the  contrary,  almost  contempo 
neonsly  with  his  leaving,  she  made  provision  for  his  support, 
that  when  his  appetite  was  aroused,  or  he  was  hungry,  or  shelter  ^ 
less,  he  would  not  be  driven  to  her  home.     Her  conduct  in  thr- 
respect  cannot  be  attributed  to  love  or  pity.     Unless  there 
some  understanding  between  them,  which  has  not  been  disci 
she  had  no  reason  to  suppose  he  would  not  return.     He  had 
told  her  he  would  not,  nor  does  it  appear  that  she  had 
notified  that  he  was  in  distress  when  she  made  arrangementa^^  tt 
have  aid  extended  to  him.     If,  when  she  found  he  did  uotretu-   ra, 
her  heart  became  troubled,  and  she  felt  solicitous  for  his  welfo^-*** 
the  most  natural  thing:  for  her  to  have  done  would  have  heer»   ^ 
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<;n(i^^vor  to  find  him,  and,  if  possible,  induce  him  to  return 
to  Ills  home.  Besides,  it  seems  quite  mysterious  to  me,  if 
theirs  was  no  previous  understanding  or  arrangement,  and  if  it 
be  ^rue  that  he  went  away  without  reason  or  warning,  and  then 
rerr^  dined  absent,  how  it  happened  that  she  knew  where  to  deposit 
mom^ey  so  that  it  would  reach  him,  and  he  knew  just  where  to 
api>ly  for  it. 

The  conduct  of  the  parties  when  they  met  in  Boston,  in  August, 
1^V€,  is  even  more  difficult  to  understand,  except  we  believe 
they  had  separated  by  agreement.     They  had  then  been  apart 
about  four  months;  they  had  parted  pleasantly;  the  husband's 
su\)sequent  conduct  had  been  mysteriously  unnatural.     Accord- 
ing to  the  wife's  story,  he  had  causelessly  and  foolishly  forsaken 
^  good  home,  where  he  had  food  and  shelter  and  kind  attention, 
that  he  might  lead  the  life  of  a  vagabond,  and  wander  about 
homeless  and  friendle&s.     There  is  no  explanation  of  his  conduct 
except  we  attribute  it  to  shame,  but  shame  seldom  troubles  a  man 
^  thoroughly  debauched  as  he  is  represented  to  have  been.  Now 
^^hat  occurs  when  they  meet?     There  are  no  reproaches,  explana 
^Joiis  or  inquiries.     Though  the  wife  did  not  know  why  he  had 
left  her,  she  does  not  ask  him,  nor  does  he  attempt  to  justify  or 
explain  his  conduct;    though  she  does  not  know   whether  ho 

• 

^J^tends  to  return  or  not,  she  does  not  ask  him,  nor  does  lie  tell 
"^f.  He  had  been  unfaithful  to  every  conjugal  duty,  yet  they 
^€et  upon  perfectly  amicable  terms ;  the  wife  has  no  reproaches 
^^^^  the  i)ast,  and  no  curiosity  about  the  future.  Such  conduct  is 
"^explicable  except  their  separation  was  the  result  of  an  under- 
^^ding,  and  the  defendant  left  his  wife  under  a  promise  that 
"C  should  be  provided  for  in  the  future.  Then  it  is  easily  under- 
*^tood. 

Tiie  court,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  must  examine  the  conduct  of 
^he  parties  in  the  light  of  ordinary  experience,  with  caution 
Enough  not  to  be  misled  by  false  appearances,  and  with  disc4?rn- 
^ent  sufficient  not  to  be  duped  by  tales  in  which  only  part  of 
the  truth  is  told. 

The  evidence  fails  to  convince  me  that  the  separation  shown 
^0  this  case  was  a  desertion  by  the  husband.     A  divorce  must  be 
k         <lonip(lj  nnd  the  complainant's  bill  dismiased. 
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Laura  A.  Snyder 

V. 

John  A.  Blair  et  al. 

1.  In  ascertaining  tlic  sum  for  which  a  dei'ree  for  deficiency  should  be  made, 
the  sum  for  which  the  mortgage<l  premises  were  sold  must,  so  long  os  the  sah- 
stands,  be  taken,  as  between  the  parties  to  the  suit,  iis  a  conclusive  test  of  the 
value  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

2.  On  sucli  an  inquiry,  the  court  is  not  at  liberty,  in  case  the  market  value  of 
the  premises  hupiiens  to  exceed  the  sum  realizeil  at  the  sale,  to  deduct  the 
market  value  and  enier  a  decree  only  for  tlie  balance  of  the  mortgage  debt 


On  ])elitiony  affidavits  and  order  to  sliow  cause. 
Mr.  Thomas  N,  McCartery  for  petitioners. 
J//'.  James  C.  McDonald^  for  complainant. 

Tup:  ViCE-CirAXCELiX)R. 

The  principal  object  of  the  application  now  before  the  court  is 
to  have  the  decree  fi)r  doficiencv  made  in  this  cause  so  reduced, 
that  the  sum  for  which  it  stands  shall  represent,  not  the  differ- 
ence between  the  net  proceeds  of  the  mortgaged  premises  and  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage  debt,  but  simply  the  difference  l)etweeii 
the  market  value  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  at  the  time  of  the- 
sale,  and  the  mortgage  debt.     In  other  words,  the  petitioners  in- 
sist that  the  court,  in  ascertaining  the  sum  for  which  a  decree  fo» 
deficiency  shall  l)e  made,  may,  in  case  the  market  value  of  th» 
mortgaged  premises  is  greater  than  the  sum  obtained  for  them  vm 
a  judicial  sale,  disregard  the  test  of  value  fixed  by  the  sale,  an* 
deiluct  such  sum  from  the  mortgage  debt,  as  it  may,  upon  proofs 
adjudge  to  be  their  value,  and  limit  its  decree  for  deficiency  V 
the  balance. 

The  following  summary  will  give  all  the  material  facts :  TLr 
petitioners  are  John  A.  Blair,  David  Young  and  Roderick  B^ 
ington.     Young  and  Byington,  together  with  one  Robert  V^ 
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Leslie,  in  December,  1872,  purchased  of  William  V.  Snyder,  a 
tract  of  land  at  Woodside,  Essex  county,  for  which  they  agreed 
to  pay  $19,875.     On  the  conveyance  of  the  land  to  them,  they 
paid  §6,875  in  cash,  and  in  payment  of  the  balance  assumed  the 
payment  of  a  mortgage,  previously  executed  by  Snyder  on  the 
land,  for  $13,000.     Leslie  subsequently  conveyed  his  interest  in 
the  land  to  Blair,  who  assumed  Leslie's  liability  for  the  mort- 
gage debt.     Snyder  subsequently  purchased  the  mortgage,  and 
had  it  assigned  to  his  wife  (the  complainant  in  this  suit),  who,  at 
his  instance,  brought  this  suit  to  foreclose  the  equity  of  rcnlemp- 
tion  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  by  sale.    The  mortgaged  premises 
were  sold  in  December,  1879,  under  a  final  decree  made  in  July, 
1879,  for  $4,500,  leaving  a  deficiency  of  over  $10,000.     The 
petitioners  insist  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises were  worth  at  least  $11,000,  and   that  the  court  sliould, 
therefore,  in  ascertaining  the  deficiency  for  which  Mrs.  Snyder  is 
entitled  to  a  decree,  deduct  >1 1,000  from  her  mortgage  debt,  and 
6nter  a  decree  for  the  balance  only. 

In  determining  the  question  raised  by  this  application,  I  shall 

^pri  Mr.  Snyder  as  the  complainant  in  this  suit.     That,  I 

^'^'ok,  is  his  true  position.     He  purchased  the  mortgage,  and 

I»aid  for  it  with  his  own  money,  ordered  suit  brought  on  it,  and 

^'^4i  since  controlled  the  suit.     By  the  agreement  between  Snyder 

*^d  his  grantees,  they  became  principals  in  respect  to  the  mort- 

6^  debt,  and  he  their  surety.     By  their  assumption  they  be- 

p^Oae  as  effectually  bound  to  him  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage, 

^^  case  the  mortgaged  premises  were  not  sold  for  a  sum  sufiicient 

^  pay  it,  as  though  they  had  made  a  bond  directly  to  him.     No 

^^pute  is  made  as  to  their  liability ;  the  question  is  as  to  the  ex- 

^^m  of  their  liability. 

The  question  presented  is,  in  my  judgment,  entirely  free  from 
^^fiBculty.  This  proposition  seems  to  me  to  rest  on  authority 
^hich  cannot  be  questioned,  and  to  be  also  su|)porte<l  by  the 
P*^ine8t  considerations  of  justice.  That  sum  for  which  prop- 
^y  conveyed  in  pledge  for  the  security  of  a  debt  is  sold  at  judi- 
^^1  sale,  must,  so  long  as  the  sale  stands,  be  taken,  as  between 
^^  parties  to  the  suit,  as  a  conclusive  test  of  its  value.     This,  as 

14 
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I  understand  it,  is  the  rule  presented  by  oiir  statute.  The  seve 
sixth  section  of  the  chancery  act  directs  "  that  it  shall  be  la' 
for  the  chancellor,  in  any  suit  for  the  foreclosure  or  sale  of  n 
gaged  premises,  to  decree  the  payment  of  any  excess  of  the  n 
gage  debt,  above  the  net  proceeds  of  safe,  by  any  of  the  parti 
such  suit  who  may  be  liable,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  foi 
payment  of  the  same."  Rev,  IIS.  The  same  rule  was  « 
lished  by  the  courts  long  prior  to  the  adoption  of  any  statute  i 
the  subject.  Globe  Insurance  Co,  v.  Lansing^  5  Cow,  & 
Lansing  v.  Goelet,  9  Cow,  3Jfi,  The  opinion  of  Chano 
Jones,  in  the  case  last  citeil,  contains  a  valuable  summary  o 
the  adjudications  bearing  upon  the  question  made  prior  to  1 
The  law,  I  think,  must  be  considered  so  firmly  settled  as  < 
beyond  alteration  by  the  courts. 

When  a  bond  and  mortgage  are  given  for  the  same  debt 
bond  is  the  evidence  of  the  debt,  and  the  mortgage  is  raert 
security.  The  creditor  may  always  pursue  his  remedy  on 
bond,  regardless  of  the  security  afforded  by  his  mortgage, 
contract  dt)es  not  require  him  to  resort  to  his  security  I 
Until  his  debt  is  |)aid  or  discharged,  he  is  entitled  to  all 
remedies  afforded  by  the  law  for  its  collection.  If  he  desire 
have  his  pledge  converted  into  money,  by  judicial  sale,  and 
money  applied  in  discharge  of  his  debt,  he  must  proceed  by  i 
and  if  the  ple<lge  is  condemned  to  sale,  the  sale  is  made  by 
court.  The  court  is  really  the  vendor;  the  pledge  is  sold  b 
authority  and  umler  its  proce^ss,  and  though  the  contract  i 
form,  with  its  officer,  he  acts  merely  as  the  agent  of  the  « 
For  this  reason  tiie  court  exercises  a  more  libeni I  supervision 
such  contracts  than  those  of  any  other  class.  McCaJiill  v.  i. 
table  Life  Ins,  Co,,  11  C,  E,  Gr,  531 ;  Hayes  v.  Stiger,  2  i. 
Eq,  106.  The  court  may  compel  a  purcJiaser  who  purchase 
a  sale  made  under  its  process,  to  specifically  perform  his  conti 
by  proceedings  in  attachment.  Silver  v.  Campbell,  10  C,  E, 
Jfio  ;  Bowne  v.  Ritier,  11  C  E,  Gr,  456,  If  the  pledge  is 
for  a  sum  greater  than  is  required  to  pay  the  liens  to  which 
subject,  the  surplus  is  paid  to  the  pledgor;  if  for  less  than 
amount  due  to  the  pledgee,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  accor 
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^o  the  well-established  practice,  to  award  him  a  decree  for  the 

deficiency.     The  price,  however,  realized  at  the  sale,  whether  it 

t^  more  or  less  than  is  required  to  pay  the  pledgor's  debt,  is  the 

*^nly  known  legal  standard  of  value.     The  court  cannot  sell  the 

pledge  to  the  pledgee  for  one  price,  and  make  title  to  him  for  that 

J*Hce,  and  then,  in  adjusting  the  amount  remaining  due  to  him 

f*"*oni  his  debtor,  com{)el  him  to  pay  a  much  larger  price.     If 

^'^iich  a  thing  could  be  done,  it  would  amount  to  this:  the  court 

^V€>uld  nallify  the  sale  so  far  as  it  aifected  the  interests  of  the 

^^endor,  but  compel  the  vendee  to  keep  his  part  of  the  bargain, 

and  to  pay  for  the  property  a  price  he  never  agreed  or  consented 

to  give.     This  court  has  no  such  power. 

The  soundness  of  the  legal  rule  mainly  relied  on  in  support  of 
this  application  is  not  open  to  discussion.     It  is  this:  that  a 
surety  is  only  entitled  to  recover  of  his  principal  to  the  extent 
that  he  is  damnified.    Ge-imbursement  is  all  that  he  can  ask.    If 
the  creditor  remits  his  debt,  as  a  gratuity  to  the  surety,  the  surety 
<^n  recover  nothing,  for  he  has  lost  nothing.     Burge  on  Surety- 
ship 359,     So  if  the  surety  extinguishes  the  debt  for  less  than 
the  whole  sum  due,  he  can  only  recover  what  he  actually  pays. 
Bmney  v.  Seelyy  2  Wend.  4^1 ;  Reed  v.  Noi'ria,  ^  MyL  &  Or, 
SG2;  Butcher  v.  Churchill,  IJf,  Ves,  567,     It  is  unquestionable 
that  all  that  the  surety  in  this  case  is  entitled  to,  is  re-imhurse- 
ment,  but  in  ascertaining  what  sum  will  re-imburse  him  the  net 
proceeds  of  sale  must,  for  the  reasons  already  stated,  be  taken  as 
fixing  unalterably  the  limit  of  deduction. 

It  is  also  true  that  a  creditor  who  holds  a  pledge  as  security 

^')r  his  debt  cannot  have  both  his  debt  and  the  pledge.     If  a 

mortga^,  after  obtaining  a  decree  of  strict  foreclosure  and  taking 

possession,  proceeds  to  collect  his  debt,  the  decree  of  foreclosure 

^^fado  opened,  and  the  debtor  let  in  to  redeem.     Osborne  v. 

'f^nig^  1  Dutch.  633 j  651,     But  when  the  pledge  is  converted  into 

fj,  I    Dionejr  by  judicial  sale,  even  if  the  creditor  is  the  purchaser,  it  is 

^  .r-|    iKJt  true  that  he  has  both  debt  and  pledge.     In  that  case  the 

pledge  is  sold  to  pay  the  debt;  the  debt  is  satisfied  to  the  extent 

<^  the  money  realized,  but  no  further ;  the  interest  of  both  pledgee 
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and  pledgor  passes  by  the  sale,  and  the  purchaser  stan< 
right  of  a  new  title,  founded  upon  the  riglits  of  both. 

Nor  did  the  purchase  of  tlie  raortgage<l  premises  by  tl 
in  this  case,  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  debt.  T 
eifect  of  a  purchase,  by  a  mortgagee,  of  the  equity  of  re 
in  mortgaged  premises,  under  a  judgment  at  law,  foun 
tlie  same  debt  secured  by  his  mortgage.  In  such  cas< 
chases  only  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  of  course  he  ] 
subject  to  such  part  of  his  mortgage  debt  as  is  not  raise 
sale.  Now,  if  in  this  condition  of  aifairs,  he  were  al 
collect,  out  of  other  property  of  the  mortgagor,  such  pj 
debt  as  was  not  realized  by  the  sale  of  the  equity  of  rec 
he  would  get,  not  the  equity  of  redemption,  but  the  wli 
in  the  land,  and  the  mortgagor  would  thus  be  compelh 
the  same  debt  twice.  To  prevent  this  injustice,  it  has  1 
that  a  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  by  the  mean 
mentioned,  operates  as  an  extinguishment  of  such  pa 
mortgjige  debt  as  is  not  paid  by  the  sale.  Tice  v.  Annln 
Ch.  125;  Woodruff's  Exrs.  v.  Black,  Sax.  SSS ;  Hart 
Hartshorne^  1  Gr,  Ch.  o^O.  But  it  is  obvious  at  a  gl 
it  is  not  |)06sible  to  apply  this  doctrine  to  the  c^ase  under  ( 
tion.  The  two  cases  are  so  dissimilar  in  all  their  fun 
elements  that  it  would  be  a  waste  of  effort  even  to  men 
prominent  distinctions. 

The  petitioners  are  not  entitled  to  any  deduction 
mortgage  debt  beyond  the  net  proceeds  of  sale. 

The  jKJtitioners  also  ask  that  the  sale  may  be  set  asid 
insist  that  a  sale  should  never  be  allowed  to  stand 
appears  that  property  worth  $11,000  has  been  sold  fi 
The  sale  was  fairly  conducted,  and  seems  to  have  been  i 
all  respects.  The  petitioners  were  present,  either  in  pci 
counsel ;  there  is  no  pretence  of  accident,  surprise  or 
there  is  no  reason  to  susi)ect  fraud  or  other  evil  \mv 
property f  it  appears,  was  sold  for  the  largest  price  that 
obtained  for  it,  and  there  is  nothing  now  before  the  coi 
will  justify  even  a  hope  that,  if  it  were  put  up  again 
price  could  be  obtained.     Under  these  circumstances 
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ay  pity  the  petitioners  in  tbcir  misfortunes,  but  it  is  powerless 

belp  them.     But  the  purchaser  consents  that  the  sale  may  be 

;t  aside  conditionally.     Under  this  consent,  an  order  will  be 

lade  that  if  the  petitioners  shall,  within  twenty  days,  enter  into 

I  stipulation,  with  sureties  to  be  approved  by  the  court,  that  the 

aaortgag(Ki  premises  shall  be  sold  at  second  sale,  for  at  least 

$8,750,  and  shall  also,  within  the  same  period,  pay  the  costs  and 

fees  of  the  sale  heretofore  made,  and  the  taxed  costs  of  these  pro- 

(leediDgs,  the  sale  shall  be  set  aside  and  a  new  sale  ordered,  but 

if  they  fail  to  do  so,  within  the  time  limited,  their  petition  must 

be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Susan  Kip 

V. 

Henry  I.  Kip. 


^  Equity  deals  with  equitable  estates  as  though  they  were  legal  estates. 

^  By  fhe  comfnon  law,  when  lands  become  vested,  during  coverture,  in  hus- 
^^  ind  wife,  the  husband  is  entitle<l  to  the  exclusive  use  and  possession  of 
ihem  during  their  joint  lives. 

*  This  rule,  so  far  as  it  excludes  a  wife,  during  coverture,  from  the  enjoy- 
■"tttof  property  thus  held,  was  abolished  by  the  statute  of  1852,  securing  to 
"'"fried  vomen  the  use  of  their  separate  property. 

^  A  bill  which  fails  to  make  a  case,  which  if  admitted  or  proved  will 
^tle  the  complainant  to  a  decree,  must  be  held  bad  on  general  demurrer. 


On  demurrer. 

•tfr.  W.  F,  Gaston  and  3Ir.  Gilbert  Collins,  for  demurrant. 

^f.  Thomas  M.  Moore  and  Mr,  Joseph  D.  Bedle,  for  com- 
plainant. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

This  is  a  suit  by  a  wife  against  her  husband  and  others.     The 
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defendants  demur^  insisting  that  the  bill  shows  no  mattei 
equity  entitling  the  complainant  to  relief. 

The  bill  alleges  that  Henry  I.  Kip,  the  husband  of  the  a 
plainant,  on  the  12th  day  of  October,  1859,  conveyed  save 
tracts  of  land  to  one  William  H.  Van  Vorst,  upon  certain  tra 
These  trusts  were,  that  the  trustee  should  permit  the  compla 
ant  and  her  husband,  during  their  joint  lives,  and  the  surviv 
during  his  or  her  life,  to  possess  and  enjoy  the  lands,  and  to  fa 
their  rents,  issues  and  profits  without  liability  to  account;  « 
on  the  dejith  of  the  survivor  that  the  lands  should  go  to  S' 
persons  as  the  husband  might  designate  as  his  devisees  by  v 
or  in  case  of  his  failure  to  make  a  will,  then  to  his  heirs  at  1 
The  complainant  further  alleges  that  she  and  her  hush 
resided  together  on  the  lands  so  conveyed  in  trust,  until  the 
day  of  August,  1869,  when  her  husband,  of  his  own  accord, 
without  notifying  her  of  his  intention,  took  up  his  abode  y 
his  daughter  Agnes,  a  child  by  a  former  wife,  with  whom  he 
continued  to  reside  ever  since.  The  complainant,  in  the  m( 
time,  has  lived  in  the  dwelling  on  the  trust  proi)erty,  wl 
she  and  her  husband  resided  together  prior  to  their  separat 
The  bill  further  alleges  that  the  complainant's  husband,  s 
their  separation,  has,  in  connection  with  his  daughter  and 
husband,  executed  three  deeds,  purporting  to  convey  portions 
the  trust  property  in  fee,  for  an  aggregate  consideration,  as  she 
by  the  deeds,  of  $40,840,  and  that  the  grantees  have  entered  i 
possession  of  the  lands  so  conveyed.  The  bill  also  alleges  t 
another  portion  of  the  trust  property  has  been  conveyed  by 
complainant's  husband  alone,  by  deed  purporting  to  convey  a 
and  tiiat  he  received  as  consideration  therefor,  the  sum  of  $3,3 
The  bill  then  avers  that  the  complainant's  husband,  on  the 
day  of  April,  1873,  sold  the  timber  from  a  portion  of  the  ti 
property,  for  the  sum  of  $2,000,  and  that  the  timber  has  si 
been  cut  and  removed.  The  complainant  further  says  that  si 
her  husband  separated  himself  from  her,  he  has  neither  paid 
furnished  her  any  money,  and  has  contributed  nothing  to 
support  except  some  groceries  and  other  necessaries,  amouD 
in  the  whole  to  about  $325. 
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This  is  the  case  made  by  the  bill.     Upon  these  facts  the  com- 
plainant insists  that  she  is  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  interest  or 
income  of  the  consideration-monevs  received  by  her  iiusband,  and 
to  that  end  an  account  should  be  ordered  ;  and  she  also  contends 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  for  her  protection  and  security,  to 
take  possession  of  the  consideration-moneys  received  by  her  huvS- 
baiid  and  invest  them,  in  order  that  she  mav  hereafter  receive 
her  fair  share  of  their  earnings. 

The  rights  in  dispute  nre  purely  equitable,  but  here  they  must 
he  treated  as  though  they  were  legal  rights.  Courts  of  equity 
treat  trust  estates  as  though  they  were  legal  estates,  and  deal  with 
them  as  having  the  same  incidents,  properties  and  consequences 
that  belong  to  like  estates  at  law.  In  equity  they  are  alienable, 
devisable,  and  descendible  in  the  same  maimer  as  legal  estates. 
In  dealing  with  them,  equity  follows  the  law.  Cashing  v.  Blake, 
S  Stew.  Eg.  689. 

On  the  argument,  the  ground  mainly  relied  on  by  the  demur- 
nints  was,  that  during  the  joint  lives  of  these  parties,  the  husband 
is  entitled  to  the  whole  use  and  benefit  of  the  estate  in  contro- 
versy, to  the  exclusion  of  his  wife,  and  she  has  no  right,  there- 
fore, to  require  him  to  account,  or  to  comjjel  him  to  srhare  with 
her  anything  he  may  have  received.  That,  undoubtedly,  is  the 
rule  of  the  common  law.  When  an  estate  in  lands  becomes 
vested,  during  coverture,  in  husband  and  wife,  the  husband  is 
entitled  to  the  excUi.sive  possession  and  use  of  it  during  their 
joint  lives.  They  are  each  and  both  seized  of  the  entirety — -per 
^  d  non  per  my ;  and  as  the  existence  of  the  wife,  by  tlie 
common  law,  is  merged  in  that  of  her  husband,  he  is  the  only 
pewon,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  who  cjin  possess  or  deal  with  it. 
For  this  reason  it  has  been  adjudged  that  during  their  joint  lives 
the  wife  has  no  interest  in  or  control  over  an  estate  thus  held. 
^^yckoff  V,  Gardner y  Spen,  ohO  ;  Washbuiti  v.  Burns,  5  Vr.  IS  ; 
BoUes  v.  StaU  Trust  Co.,  1?  C  E,  Gr,  308,  But  the  chancellor 
has  recently,  sitting  as  ordinary,  held  that  the  statute  of  1852, 
wearing  to  married  women  the  use  of  their  separate  property, 
abolished  this  rule  of  the  common  law,  so  far  as  it  excludes  the 
wife,  during  coverture,  from  the  enjoyment  of  pro{)erty  thus  held. 


216  CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  [33  E 


« 


Kip  V.  Kip. 


See  V.  Zabriskie,  1  Stew.  Eq,  4^22,  Like  effect,  it  is  said,  has  be 
given  to  similar  statutes  by  the  courts  of  Pennsylvania  a" 
Indiana.  Freeman  on  Partition  §  75.  The  adjudication  in  t 
V.  Zabriskie  must  rule  this  case.  I  therefore  hold  that  the  co 
plainant  has  a  sufficient  present  interest  in  the  pro[)erty  m« 
tioned  in  the  bill  to  entitle  her  to  maintain  this  action,  if  1 
bill,  in  other  respects,  exhibits  a  good  cause  of  action. 

But  conce<ling  that  the  complainant  has  a  right  to  the  imr 
diatc  enjoyment  of  the  lands  held  in  trust,  and  that  her  estate 
in  all  respects,  equal  with  that  of  her  husband,  still,  I  am  una 
to  find,  in  the  facts  exhibited  by  her  bill,  any  ground  upon  wlii 
relief  c*an  be  given  to  her.  This  allegation  constitutes  the  ve 
marrow  of  her  grievance :  that  her  husband  has,  by  deeds  whi 
purport  to  convey  a  fee,  conveyed  lands  in  which  she  has  j 
estate  equal  with  his,  and  has  received  the  purchase-moD  * 
thereof.  But  Jiow  does  that  harm  her?  His  deed  cannot  conv< 
or  touch  her  estate.  Even  if  he  and  she  held  the  legal  title 
these  lands,  his  deal  would  be  utterly  impotent  to  convey  - 
impair  her  rights.  In  fact,  his  deed  can  have  no  more  eflfe 
ujKMi  her  rights  than  the  deed  of  a  stranger.  While  she  liv 
and  is  of  sound  mind,  nothing  short  of  a  written  instrnmer 
signed  by  her,  will  pass  her  estate.  These  propositions  need  i 
demonstration. 

The  bill  also  alleges  that  the  grantees  of  the  husband,  abo 
the  date  of  their  res|>ective  deeds,  took  possession  of  the  lai 
conveyeil  to  each,  and  have  since  then  held  the  exclusive  posse 
sion  thereof.  The  grantees  are  not  parties  to  this  suit.  It  woui 
not,  therefore,  be  proper  to  decide,  in  this  suit,  whether  a  sim^; 
allegation  that  the  grantees  have  held  exclusive  [>ossession,  wii 
out  more,  is  sufficient,  as  an  averment  of  an  ouster,  to  entitle  t: 
complaimant  to  maintain  an  action  against  them.  As  at  pre** 
framed,  the  bill  makes  a  case  against  the  husband's  grantees, 
iigjiinst  anybmly,  but  not  against  liim.  He  cannot  be  held  lia." 
for  the  wrongs  of  his  grantees. 

The  nearest  approach  the  bill  makes  to  the  specification  of  a  cai 
of  action  is  found  in  the  averment  res{)ec"!ting  the  sale  and  remov 
of  timber ;  but  this,  I  think,  is  much  t<H>  vague  and  uncertain  i 
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uff<>xd  sufficient  foundatioD  for  a  decree.     This  averment  charges 
thsLt.  Henry  I.  Kip,  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1873,  sold  the  timber 
on  SI  portion  of  the  lands  held  in  trust,  to  a  person  whase  name  is 
unknown  to  the  complainant,  for  the  sum  of  $2,000,  and  upwards, 
as  ±he  complainant  has  been  informed,  and  that  the  timber  ha<« 
sinoe  been  cut  and  removed.     Whether  or  not  the  sale  was  carried 
into  effect,  or  who  cut  and  removed  the  timber,  the  bill,  it  will 
be    observed,  does  not  inform  us.     It  does  not  assert  that  the 
defendant  or  his  purchaser  cut  and  removed  it,  nor  that  the 
defendant  received  the  money  for  which  it  was  sold.     For  any- 
thing shown  by  the  bill,  the  complainant  herself  may  have  cut 
and  removed  the  timber.     If  every  fact  here  alleged  were  proved 
or  admitted,  no  case  would  be  made  against  the  defendant.     In 
order  to  make  a  case  against  him,  the  complainant  would  be 
required  to  go  one  step  further  by  her  proofs  than  she  has  gone 
in  her  pleading.     She  would  be  required  to  prove  a  material  fact 
not  alleged  in  her  bill,  namely,  that  the  defendant  had  removed 
the  timber.     A  complainant  must  state  his  grievance,  and  also 
hi8  right  or  title  to  relief,  with  accuracy  and  clearness.     Story^s 
Eq.  PI  §  j^^.     He  must  make  a  case  by  his  bill,  which,  if 
admitted  or  proved,  will  entitle  him  to  a  decree.     1  Dan.  Ch. 
iV.  S61. 

The  demurer  must  be  sustained,  with  costs. 
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THE  STA.TE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1880. 


Theodore  Runyon,  Esq.,  Ordinary. 


I^  the  matter  of  the  propounding  for  probate  of  a  paper  writinj^ 
purporting  to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Joseph 
L.  Lewis,  deceased,  late  of  Hoboken,  and  a  pajier  pur- 
porting to  be  a  codicil  thereto. 

•A^  t€8tator  was  eighty-two  years  old  in  1873,  when  he  made  his  wilL — Heldj 

y^^  if  it  be  conceded  that  iie  was  miserly,  squalid,  dishonest,  profane  and 

^'^'^^ible ;  that  he  canceled  a  codicil  to  his  will  merely  because  he  believed 

JJ*  ^beneficiary  named  therein,  who  was  not  a  relation,  was  insincere  towards 

^'^  9  that  in  1860,  he  revoked  a  trust  dee<l  in  the  nature  of  a  testamentary 

^*P<^tion  of  his  property  (it  appearing  that  he  believed  that  he  had,  by  its 

Pf^^iaions,  retained  power  to  do  so) ;  that,  in  1867,  lie  revoked  an  absolute 

p**  of  oertain  stocks;  and  that  he  gave  the  bulk  of  his  estate  to  his  executors 

^  trust  to  reduce  the  debt  incurred  by  the  United  States  in  subduing  the 

****llion — he  having  no  legitimate  kindred  who  might,  by  the  creation  and 

**®^tion  of  such  trost,  be  disinherited  or  disappointed  in  their  natural  ex- 

^^^^^ons — those  things  did  not  establish  testamentary  incapacity. 


Mr,  Robert  Oilchristy  for  the  proponents. 
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Mr.  A.  Q,  Keaabey,  Mr.  Corilandt  Parker  and  Mr.  Edwards 
Pien-epoiU,  of  New  York,  for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  John  P.  Stockton,  attorney-general,  for  the  state  of  New 
Jersey. 

Mr.  B.  Williamson  and  Mr.  Russel,  of  New  York,  for  John 
S.  Cathcart  and  others. 

Mr.  J.  C.  Besson,  for  Jessie  Benson  and  her  children. 

Mr.  M.  W.  Niven,  for  the  overseer  of  the  poor  of  Hobokeu. 

Mr.  Oilhooly  and  Mr.  Perry,  of  New  York,  for  Thomas  Lewis 
and  the  children  of  Mary  Lewis. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  testator,  Joseph  L.  Lewis,  then  of  Hoboken,  in  this  state, 
died  March  5th,  1877,  aged  about  eighty-six  years.  On  the  Ist 
of  October,  1873,  he  executed,  in  Jersey  City,  in  the  office  of 
Messrs.  Gilchrist  &  McGill,  a  law  firm  then  existing,  of  high 
standing,  an  instrument  of  writing  of  that  date,  purporting  to 
be  his  last  will  and  testament.  It  was  executed  in  the  presence 
of  three  witnesses,  with  all  due  legal  formalities.  By  it  he  provided 
first  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  and  then 
gave  as  follows :  To  John,  Lewis,  Margaret  and  Joshua  J.  Benson, 
children  of  his  friend,  Joshua  Benson,  of  Hoboken,  as  a  memorial 
of  his  regard  and  esteem,  the  house  and  lot  in  Hoboken  where  he 
then  resided  (described  in  the  will  as  on  the  westerly  side  of  Bloom- 
field  street,  and  known  as  No.  326,  and  as  the  same  conveyed  to 


Note.— For  constructions  of  gifts  and  devises  for  the  benefit  of  the  country, 
or  for  the  payment  of  the  national  debt,  see  Newland  v.  AlCy-Gen^  3  Menv. 
084;  Nightingale  t.  Goulbum,  5  Hare  4^4,  ^  PhU.  594;  Ashion  v.  LangdaU,  15 
Jur,  868;  United  States  t.  Fot,  52  N.  Y.  530^  94  U.  S.  315;  Dickson  v.  UniUd 
StcUeSy  125  Mass.  .111. 

For  gifts  to  ihe  government  or  state  as  trustee,  see  Mitford  v.  Reynold^  1 
Phil.  185;  Levy  v.  Levy,  33  JV.  Y.  99  ;  AtfyOen.  v.  Baker,  9  Rich.  Eq.  5S1. 
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h£ii:i      by  William  Machold  and  wife),  and  to  the  survivors  and 
survivor  of  them,  for  life;  the  property,  at  the  death  of  the  sur- 
vivor, to  go  to  liis  or  her  issue  in  fee,  and  if  no  issue,  then  to  his 
or  li  ^r  heir  or  heirs  at  law.  To  Benson  and  his  wife  each  one-half  of 
a  tK>nd  and  mortgage,  the  former  made  by  Benson  and  his  wife  and 
mot  tier,  and  the  latter  given  by  Benson  and  his  wife  and  mother, 
on    tlie  house  in  which  Benson  resided  in  Hoboken,  known  as 
^o.    328  Bloomfield  street,  with  all  the  money  due  and  to  become 
due  thereon,  and  which,  at  the  testator^s  death,  should  remain  un- 
paid, with  the  mortgaged  premises.     To  Magdalene  J.  Johnson, 
of  Falmouth,  in  Jamaica^  $10,000,  to  be  paid  to  her  as  follows : 
$500  every  six  months  for  the  first  three  years  after  his  death  ; 
|3,500  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year,  and  tlie  remaining  $3,500 
at   the  end  of  the  fifth  year ;  and  he  requested  that  she  would 
pay  to  her  aged  aunt,  Frances  Grace,  $300  a  year,  in  equal  quar- 
terly payments,  so  long  as  the  latter  should  live.     To  Marianne, 
Hermann,  Lewis  and  Lily  Batjer,  children  of  his  friend  Her- 
mann Batjer,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  by  his  deceased  wife 
Marianne,  each  $1,000,  and  directed  that  those  sums  of  money 
should  be  paid  by  his  executors  to  Hermann  Batjer  in  trust,  to 
mvest  them  for  the  children  in  United  States  bonds,  or  stocks  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  apply  the  interest  thereof  to  the 
niaintenance  and  support  of  the  children,  or  accumulate  and  capi- 
^li^e  the  interest  for  them,  as  he  should  see  fit,  and  pay  to  each 
®^  them,  when  he  or  she  should  reach  the  age  ot*  twenty-one 
.^^ars,  his  or  her  $1,000,  and  the  interest  thereon  capitalized.   To 
J^unie  Hatfield,  daughter  of  liis  friend,  Gen.  James  T.  Hatfield, 
WjOOO,  to  be  paid  to  her  father  by  his  executors,  on  a  similar 
^"^t  for  her  as  that  declared  in  reference  to  the  gift  to  the  chil- 
^f^n  of  Mr.  Batjer.     To   Nellie,  Madeline  and    John   Lewis, 
children  of  his  friend,  John  S.  IIarl>erger,  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  $5,000,  to  be  divided  between  them  equally ;  and  he  di- 
'^ed  that  the  money  be  paid  to  their  father,  on  a  similar  trust 
for  them.     To  Margaret  Wolfe,  daugliter  of  liis   friend,  John 
Wolfe,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  $o,C00,  to  be  paid  to  her 
wther  on  a  similar  trust  for  her.     To  his  long-tried  and  faithful 
friend,  George  D.  H.  Gillespie,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  $10,000. 
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To  bis  executors,  $5,000  in  trust,  to  pay  that  sum  over  to  the 
trustees  of  the  Five  Points  House  of  Industry,  in  the  city  of 
New  York  (incorporated  in  1854),  or  to  its  treasurer  for  the 
time  being,  to  be  applied  to  the  uses  thereof.  To  his  executors, 
$500  on  the  like  trust,  for  the  Woman's  Hospital  of  the  City 
of  New  York.  He  then  directed  and  enjoined  his  executors  and 
their  successors  in  the  execution  of  his  will  and  the  administra- 
tion of  his  estate,  to  set  apart  from  his  estiite  $2,000,  and  invest 
the  money  in  United  States  bonds  or  New  York  state  stocks,  and 
keep  it  permanently  invested  in  good  securities,  and  use  the  in- 
terest, and  so  much  of  the  principal  as  might  be  necessary,  in 
keeping  his  burial-ground  in  Greenwood  cemetery,  and  the  vault 
therein,  in  perfect  order  and  repair,  renovating  the  vault  when 
necessary;  and  he  directed  that  if  it  should  not  be  necessary  at 
any  time  to  use  all  the  interest  for  that  pnrpose,  the  8ur[)lus 
interest  should  be  capitalized  and  kept  invested  in  like  manner 
as  the  principal  sum,  and  be  applied  to  the  same  purpose.  He 
next  made  the  following  bequests  of  keepsakes : 

"  First.  To  my  friend,  James  M.  Morrison,  president  of  the  Manhattan  Bank, 
New  York  city,  my  gold  duplex  watch,  numbered  8,468,  made  by  Cooper, 
London  (to  mark  the  vigils  kept  by  him  over  the  pet  Iamb). 

"SecoTid.  To  John  Wolfe,  his  choice  of  my  two  line-engraved  pictures,  La 
Maddalena  del  Corregio,  by  Longhi,  1809,  proof  impress ;  and  a  picture  of 
Venus  by  Titian,  engraved  by  Pound. 

"  Third.  To  George  D.  H.  Gillespie,  a  line-engraved  picture,  *  Ora  Sesta  de 
Notte,'  from  a  painting  by  Kafael,  by  Tomas,  1806 ;  also,  my  large  engraved 
picture,  '  Weighing  the  Deer,'  from  a  painting  by  Fred.  Taylor,  engraved  by 
Atkinson. 

"  Fourth.  To  John  S.  Harberger^  tlie  duplicate  engraved  picture,  *  La  Madde- 
lena  del  Corregio,*  j)roof,  1809;  also,  a  large  engraved  picture  of  Rome;  also, 
a  book,  Encyclopoedia  of  Gardening,  by  J.  C.  Loudon,  London,  1827. 

'*  Fifth.  To  Robert  Elder,  my  best  fishing-rod,  agate-mounted  guides,  and 
German-silver  reel  to  match ;  and  a  book,  Izaak  Walton's  Complete  Angler, 
plates,  Bagster's  edition,  London. 

"  Sixth,  To  Maggie  Benson,  daughter  of  Joshua  Benson,  my  Oxford  edition 
of  the  Holy  Bible,  and  my  New  York  edition  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer, 
to  match. 

"Seventh.  To  Jennie  Hatfield,  in  this  my  will  before  mentioned,  my  diamond 
brooch,  the  design  of  which  is  a  rose  flower,  and  a  book  entitled  '  Milton's 
Paradise  Lost,'  two  vols.,  plates,  London  edition,  1816. 
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Eighth,  To  Joshua  Benson,  my  hunting-knife,  with  rifle  pistol  attached ; 
,  an  engraved  picture,  'Castle  of  Heidelberg;'  also,  a  book  entitled 
rsalth,  Diet  and  Regimen,'  by  Dr.  Graham,  London,  1842;  also,  Col. 
i^-'^rker  on  *  Shooting,'  plates,  London  ed.,  1830 ;  also,  all  my  household  fur- 
fcit:^!*^  not  specifically  bequeiithed. 

*  *  ^in^.  To  John  Benson,  my  case  of  Colt's  revolving  pistols,  made  for  me  to 
50  to  the  war  of  1861. 

**  ^erUh.  To  Levris  Benson,  my  case  of  pistols  with  barrels  one  inch  long,  but 
f^e'vertheless  effective;  also  my  salmon  and  trout  fishing-rod,  with  reels  to 
matoh,  flies,  &c. 

**  JSleventh.  To  my  friend  Robert  Gilchrist,  now  attorney-general  of  the  state 

<^f   ^ew  Jersey,  my  Pompeii  ring  (monogramic),  embracing  the  portraits  of 

Socrates,  Sappho  and  Plato,  obtained  by  me  at  Pompeii,  Italy,  in  1833;  and 

also  an  autograph  letter  from  Thomas  Jefferson,  author  of  the  Declaration  of 

American  Independence,  dated  at  Monticello,  October  10th,  1824,  to  Joseph 

Ife  I-»€wis,  No.  3  Wall  street.  New  York." 

He  then  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest,  residue  and 
remainder  of  his  estate,  real  and   personal,  and  of  every  kind 
whatever,  of  which  he  might  die  seized  and  possessed,  and  to 
which  he  might  at  his  death  be  entitled,  to  his  executors  in  trust, 
to  expend  and  apply  it  in  reducing  the  national  debt  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  contracted  in  the  cause  of  the  rebellion 
of  1861 ;  and  he  provided  that  in  the  execution  of  that  trust  his 
executors,  as  trustees,  might  use  their  discretion  as  to  the  manner 
of  applying  the  residue  and  remainder  to  the  reduction  of  the 
<Ht,  but  he  strictly  enjoined  them  that  they  should  personally 
superintend  the  application  of  it,  that  tliere  might  be  as  little 
^^aste  of  it  as  possible,  and  that  it  might  not  be  diverted  to  other 
"ses  by  dishonest  officials ;  and,  lastly,  he  ap))ointed  his  friends 
G^rge  D.  H.  Gillespie  and  John  Wolfe,  executors  of  his  will, 
tempting  them  from  all  accountability  for  any  diminution  in 
the  value  of  his  estate;  real  and  personal,  by  reason  of  the  failure 
or  decrease  in  value  of  any  of  the  securities  in  which  it  might  be 
invested,  or  by  reason  of  the  failure  or  decrease  in  value  of  any  secu- 
rities in  which  they  might  invest  it,  or  any  part  of  it ;  provided,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  investment  by  them  the  securities  in  which  they 
invest  appear  reasonably  good  to  an  ordinarily-careful  man  ;  and 
he  thereby  revoked  all  former  wills. 
On  the  5th  of  June,  1875,  at  the  same  place,  in  the  presence 
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of  three  witne^^ses,  the  testator  execnted,  with  dae  formaiitr,  a 
codicil  t)f  that  date  to  the  will,  by  which  he  ratified  and  coofinneJ 
the  will,  except  so  fair  a»  any  port  thereof  shoald  be  revoked 
thereby,  and  he  th^rebv-  revoked  the  gifb  to  Joehoa  Bensoo  and 
his  wife  and  children,  directing  that  the  .<Hibjects  of  the  revoked 
devises  and  beqoesta  tall  into  the  re&idoe  of  his  estate  and  be  dis- 
posed of  accordingly  by  the  will. 

The  will  and  codicil  are  propoanded  for  probate  by  Messrs* 
Gillespie  and  Wolfe,  the  execators,  and  the  admission  of  them 
to  probate  is  opposetl  by  John  S.  Cathcart  and  others,  claiming 
to  be  collateral  blood  relations  of  the  testator,  the  state  of  Xew 
Jersey,  the  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  city  of  Hobokeo,  and 
Thomas  Lewis,  and  the  diildren  of  his  sister  Martha,  claimii^ 
to  be  lineal  descendants,  the  former  the  son,  and  the  latter  the 
grandchildren  of  the  testator,  and  the  admission  of  the  codicil  to 
probate  is  opposed  by  Je»ie,  wife  of  Joshua  Benson,  and  their 
children.  Jane  H.  Lewis,  who  claimed  to  be  the  testator^s 
widow,  and  opposed  the  will  and  codicil,  withdrew  from  the  con- 
test before  the  hearing.  As  before  stated,  the  instruments  in 
qnestion  were  executed  with  all  doe  legal  formalities.  The  testa- 
mentary witnesses  were  satisfied  that  the  testator  had  testamentary 
capacity  at  the  time.  From  the  testimony  of  Mr.  McGill,  by 
whom  the  will  and  codicil  were  drawn,  and  who  had  been 
acr|aainted  with  the  testator  for  five  or  six  years  before  the  will 
was  drawn,  and  had  occasionally  transacted  legal  business  for 
him,  it  is  evident  that  the  testator  had  full  capacity  in  every 
resperjt.  He  says  the  testator  ap|>eared  to  thoroughly  compre- 
hend the  act  lie  was  doing ;  that  he  appeared  to  be  of  sound  and 
diftpr^ing  mind,  and  of  good  memory ;  that  the  testator  gave 
more  consideration  and  thought  to  the  making  of  the  will  than 
he  (Mr.  McGill)  thought  necessary  ;  that  ten  days  or  two  weeks, 
or  perhaps  more,  before  the  will  was  made,  the  testator  told  him 
that  he  desired  to  have  him  draw  his  will ;  that  it  was  a  matter 
about  whifh  he  wished  him  to  exercise  the  greatest  care;  that  he 
desireil  to  have  the  instrument  so  drawn  that  it  could  not  be 
broken,  and  tlifit  he  wished  him  to  give  him  the  skeleton  of  a 
will — that  is,  the  formal  commencement,  the  words  with  which 
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request  or  devise  is  usually  begun,  and  the  formal  concluding 
•rds;  that  the  testator  then  prepared,  in  his  own  handwriting 
>aper  intended  as  a  basis  on  which  the  will  was  to  be  drawn 

is  still  extant,  and  was  produced  in  the  cause),  and  brought 
to  him  and  talked  over  with  him  each  clause  in  it,  and  then 
quested  him  to  draw  the  will,  adhering  to  the  ideas  embodied 
I  that  paper  as  the  testator  had  himself  drawn  it,  and  had  im- 
arted  them  to  him  at  that  conference ;  and  he  says  that  he  drew 
ich  a  will,  having  at  the  time  the  paper  which  the  testator  had 
rawn.  He  further  says  that  there  were  conferences  between  him 
nd  the  testator  on  the  subject  of  the  will,  both  at  his  office  and 
^^  testator's  house.  What  Mr.  McGill  terms  an  intermediate 
faft  of  the  will  was  made  by  him,  which  was  not  executed, 
^cause  it  was  drawn  merely  for  the  purpose  of  convenient  c(m- 
deration  of  the  provisions  of  the  will  to  be  discu.-^seil  and  cor- 
^^^1,  and  because  it  did  not  include  the  bequests  of  the  keep- 
^kes,  a  list  of  which  the  testator  subsequently  gave  him  to  put 

the  will,  and  which  he  inserted  accordingly.  From  that  inter- 
^iate  draft,  tiie  will  which  was  executed  was  copied.  Mr. 
^cGill  says  that  he  requested  the  testator  to  explain  what  was 
^ant  by  the  language  used  in  the  bequest  of  tlie  testator's  watch 
Mr.  Morrison,  president  of  the  Manhattan  Bank,  "to  mark 
^  vigils  kept  by  him  over  the  pet  lamb,"  'and  the  testator 
plied  that  Mr.  Morrison  would  understand  it.  It  appeai-s  to 
i-ve  been  a  reference  to  the  bank  itself,  as  the  object  of  the 
gatee's  fostering  care  and  assiduous  attention.  Mr.  McGill 
^tifies  that  the  testator  told  him  that  all  of  his  real  estate  was 
^ntioned  in  the  will,  and  that  he  had  a  box  in  Manhattan 
^nk  in  New  York  city,  containing  stocks  and  bonds,  and  he 
^ired  to  know  from  Mr.  McGill,  according  to  what  law  the 
^uds  and  stocks  in  New  York  city,  would,  on  his  death,  be 
^niinistered,  and  requested  him  to  be  sure  to  draw  the  will  in 
^<^h  a  manner  that  they  would  \ye  disposed  of  by  it.  He  told 
^*^*'.  McGill  that  he  had  been  an  engraver,  and  exhibited  to  him 
^  autograph  letter  of  thanks  from  Thomas  Jefferson  as  evidence 
^the  had  been  an  expert  in  his  business;  and  he  showed  him 

^"^viiigs,  also.     Mr.   McGill   says  that  at  the  time  of  the 
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execution  of  the  codicil  (he  drew  that  also)  the  testator  was 
perfectly  aware  of  the  act  he  was  doing,  and  appeared  to  be  of 
sound  and  disposing  mind  and  of  good  memory.  He  says  he 
saw  the  testator,  and  conversed  with  him  frequently  between  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  and  the  time  of  executing  the 
codicil.  The  testator  appears  to  have  communicated  to  him  bis 
reason  for  the  change  made  by  the  codicil,  and  also  the  reason 
for  tlie  provision  for  Benson  and  his  family  in  the  will  which  it 
was  the  testator's  design  by  the  codicil  to  annul,  and  for  wliich 
purpose  the  codicil  was  executed.  The  reason  for  the  provision 
in  the  will  was  that  Benson  had  been  very  kind  to  the  testator, 
and  the  reason  for  making  the  codicil  was  that  the  testator  had 
become,  after  the  making  of  the  will,  dissatisfied  with  Benson's 
conduct  towards  him.  The  particular  cause  of  the  change  of 
purjKyse  was,  as  the  testator  stated  to  Mr.  McGill,  that  the  testn- 
tor  was  convinced  that  Benson  had  dealt  unfairly  with  him  in 
regard  to  money  due  to  him  from  Benson,  and  felt  satisfied  that 
Benson's  attention  to  him  was' insincere,  and  arose  from  a  merely 
mercenary  motive,  the  expectation  of  obtaining  substantial  valu- 
able remembrance  by  the  testator  in  the  distribution  of  his  pro))- 
erty  by  will.  There  would  seem  to  be  no  ground  for  question- 
ing the  testator's  capacity  to  make  a  testamentary  distribution  of 
his  property,  so  thoroughly  does  he,  by  the  testimony  of  the  sul>- 
scribing  witnesses,  and  the  internal  evidence  of  the  will  itself, 
appear  to  have  been  possessed  of  all  the  legal  requisites  to  such 
an  act. 

It  is  urged,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  contestants,  that  he 
was  a  kleptomaniac,  exhibiting  a  propensity  to  pilfer  in  th 
larceny  of  articles  of  very  insignificant  value;  that  he  becaraej 
towards  the  close  of  his  life,  very  parsimonious;  that  he  endeav- 
ored to  defraud  the  persons  entitled  to  the  estate  of  one  who  hac 
been  his  faithful  servant ;  that  he  made  unfounded  charges  o 
theft  of  his  property  against  a  person  in  his  employ  in  his  hou 


that  he  used  profane  language  and  was  unclean  and  careless  m    m 
his  habits  of  life  ;  that  he  was  oblivious  of  the  fact  that  in  Jul  ^3^, 
1858,  he  had  disposed  of  his  property  by  a  deed  of  trust;  tl^^it 
he  was  under  a  delusion  as  to  a  gift  of  $10,000  which  he  ma«le 
to  John  S.  Cathcart  in  1861 ;  the  alleged  delusion  consisting     in 
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liis  conviction  that  the  gift  was  in  trust,  while  it  was,  as  the  con- 
testants allege,  in  fact  absolute  and  for  Cathcart's  sole  benefit ; 
mid  that  he  labored  under  other  delusions  as  to  the  malign  inten- 
tions of  others  towards  him,  to  do  him  mortal  injury ;  and  it  is 
urged  that  these  things  connected  with  the  fact  that,  almost 
entirely  ignoring  his  relations,  he  gave  the  great  body  of  his 
large  fortune  to  be  used  in  paying  the  debt  of  the  United  States 
incurred  by  reason  of  the  rebellion  of  1861,  taken  all  together, 
show  a  mind  deranged  and  deprive<l  of  the  requisites  of  testa- 
mentary capacity.    Miserly  disposition  and  habits,  unclean  modes 
«f  life,  dishonesty,  even  to  theft,  profanity  and  violence  of  temper, 
^f  themselves  do  not  afiect  the  claim  to  testamentary  capacity  ; 
^<>r  obviously,  a  man  may  be  a  thief,  a  miser,  unclean,  profane 
^*n<i  of  ungovernable  temper,  and  yet  have  testamentary  capacity. 
*^nt  it  is  argued  that  where,  as  it  is  insisted  it  was  in  this  case,  they 
^^  found  where  they  did  not  previously  exist,  they  indicate 
•dental  derangement,  and  are  the  evidences  of  a  want  of  the 
Qualifications  which  go  to  make  up  testamentary  capacity.     But 
'^  it  be  conceded  that  all  that  is  claimed  by  the  caveators  on 
^^iis  head  has  been  proved  (a  concession  which  it  would  be  by  no 
"^eans  just  to  make),  the  facts  show  no  want  of  capacity.  The  tes- 
^tor  spent  his  life  in  the  accumulation  of  property,  and  up  to 
"is  death  was  devoted   to  the  acquisition  of  wealth.     He  was 
^ever  married  and   had  no  relations  with  whom  he  associated. 
Indeed,  it  is  alleged,  and  all  the  evidence  in  the  cause  on  the 
object  is  in  that  direction,  that  he  was  of  illegitimate  birth,  the 
^a  of  a  West  Indian  woman  of  African  descent.     When  his 
^rcQinstances  are  considered,  it  would  not  have  been  surprising 
*f  his  old  age  had  presented  such  characteristics  as  are  imputed. 
I^  is  most  manifest,  however,  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  McGill 
*^  others,  that  when  he  made  the  will  and  codicil  he  was  pos- 
^^ssed  not  only  of  testamentary  capacity  to  the  requisite  extent  to 
^hle  him  to  dispose  of  his  property  by  will,  but  of  a  shrewd 
*^  discerning,  firm,  self-reliant  and  self  asserting  mind   and 
<li8pQ6ition.     He  knew  what  property  he  had,  and  he  selected 
with  great  care  and  discrimination  the  objects  of  his  bounty. 
It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  Bensons  that  he  labored  under 
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ix  d-irliL^ion  a.>  to  Beu^^.>u  when  he  made  the  codicil.     Whoi  k>^ 
ma«le  the  will  he  believeil  iu  the  disiuterestedness  of  Benson  ^^ 
-trrvice  to  him  and  had  ct»mplete  confidence  in  his  integrity, aiKJ 
hence  the  provision  for  him  and  b:s  in  that  instrument.    Btmt 
at'ter  the  making  of  the  will  he  became  convinced  that  Benso*^ 
was  not  only  insincere,  but  that  he  had  dealt  unfairly  with  hioi? 
or  had  intended  to  do  so,  and  hence  the  change.     Benson  sxy^ 
the  change  of  disjx^fiition  towaiils  him  arose  from  the  fact  thath^ 
had  pinned  a  duplirato,  unsigneil  receipt,  purporting  to  be  tiom 
the  testator  to  him  ior  money  receiptetl  for  by  the  testator,  oii 
the  bond  of  Benson  and  his  mother  held  by  the  testator.    It  i^ 
ditHcult  to  undoi*stand  why  Benson  attached  the  unsigned  receipt 
to  the  bond,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  perhai>s  the  testator  was  not 
warmnteil    in   a   conclusii>n  unfavorable  to   Benson's  integrity 
fiimi  the  circuiiisiamv.     Hut  then*  mav  have  Ixjen  other  reasous 
which  were  not  iiunmunicati^l  to  Benson.     Mr.  McGill  says  tlie 
testator  gave,  as  his  rcasi>n  for  the  change  of  intention  towanls 
Beuson,  that  the  latter  Wi»uld  not  pay  him  what  he  owed  hini* 
antl  made  unfoundcil  exrusi's  for  his  default  in  payment.    But 
whatever  may  have  been  the  iKx-iisiou  of  the  change,  it  was  not, 
it  is  admitted,  without  a  ivason  ;  and  if  the  testator  had  cause- 
lessly and  of  the  moresi  i-tipriix?  changeil  his  intentions  toNvaruj? 
Benson  in  a  matter  of  it^stamentarv  bountv,  the  fact  could  hav^ 
no  weight  against  the  valiiUly  of  the  will  or  cotlicil.     Of  course, 
it  could   iu  no  uiso  have  any  ajrainst  the  former,  for  it  is  tn*^ 
ciKlicil  which  evidenivs  the  I'hangc  of  intention ;  the  will,  it  ^^ 
clainuHl,  w:»s  right,  autl  it  is  not  allegeil  that  the  testator  w*^ 
undiT  anv  delusion  as  to  IWns<ni  when  that  was  made.     It  is  t*^ 
l)e  reineinl)ered  that  Bcusdu  was  not  a  relation  of  the  testator? 
antl  therefore  had  no  claim  on  his  testate  from   kinship.    H*^ 
ox|KH'tation  of  a  gift  by  iho  will  was  b:isetl  on  his  claim  for  oon^' 
pens;ition  tor  sorvict^  rendcrcil  to  the  tt»stator  in  a  business  way* 
>»or  is  there  any  evidence  of  delusion  in  regard  to  the  tru^* 
deeil  before  ivferriHl   to,  by  whieh  disposition  of  the  testator  " 
property,  to  take  etfei't  after  his  death,  was  made.     He,  in  (act* 
revoked  the  deeil.     It  is  dateil  in  July,  1858,  and  his  receipt  t^ 
the  trustee  for  the  property  is  dated  in  December,  1860.    Th^ 
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ruraent  was  evidently  (and  is  proved  to  have  been)  of  a  testa- 
itary  character,  designed  to  insure  a  disposition  of  his  estate 
phis  death,  without  the  cost  of  protracted  litigation.  It  con- 
ed the  following  initial  provision  in  the  declaration  of  the 
t: 

?o  take  possession  of  and  hold  all  and  singular  the  personal  estate  above 
ioned,  during  the  term  of  my  natural  life,  subject  to  my  written  order  and 
tsition  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  to  collect  all  divideods,  interest 
icome  arising  therefrom,  and  to  pay  the  same  to  me  or  to  my  order,  from 
to  time,  as  the  same  are  collected." 

ud  then  follow  the  provisions  which  were  to  take  effect  after 
leath.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  instrument  provides  that  the 
Is  were  to  be  held  during  his  life,  "  subject  to  his  written  order 
disposition."  This  he  undoubtedly  understood  to  give  him 
ower  of  revocation.  In  Forshaw  v.  WeUby,  30  Beav.  ^J^Sy 
>luntary  settlement  made  by  one  in  extremis  on  his  family,  and 
taining  no  power  of  revocation  on  his  recovery,  was  set  aside 
hid  application,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  executed 
1  the  intention  that  it  should  be  operative  in  case  of  his  re- 
Jry  from  his  illness.  See,  also,  Oamsey  v.  Mundy,  9  C.  E, 
24Jy  and  cases  there  cited.  The  testator  believed  that  he 
power  to  revoke  the  trust,  and  that  he  had  effectually  done 
Whether  he  had  such  power  or  not  is  a  question  of  law. 
1  whether  the  trust,  if  it  exists,  prevents  the  operation  of  the 
as  to  any  of  the  testator's  property,  is  a  matter  which  does 
enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  question  now  before  me, 
can  have  no  influence  in  determining  whether  the  testator 
testamentary  capacity. 

he  testator,  in  1861,  gave  to  John  S.  Cathcart  one  hundred 
■es  of  stock,  and  subsequently  required  him  to  return  the 
leeds  thereof  to  him,  alleging  that  the  property  was  given 
a  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  others.  The  testator,  after  the 
was  made,  became  dissatisfied  with  Cathcart's  action,  and 
eving  him  to  be  chargeable  with  a  gross  dereliction  of  duty 
erthe  trust,  demanded  the  return  to  him  of  the  fund.  Cath- 
aooeded  to  and  comi)lied  with  the  demand.  He,  it  is  true, 
a!  the  existence  of  the  trust,  declaring  that  the  gift  was  un- 
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I  if  If  it  d'H"T  not  apiH^ar  tliat  th*.*  tt*>tator  had  any  lejiitimat^ 
kiridnd.  A-  lx:fore  .state<l,  he  never  nuirrietl.  Tliough  a  ver*^ 
\i\r\ty  ithjoiint  of  ta^jtioiony  was  taken  in  the  eause^  and  the  estate 
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sabjected  to  very  great  expense  in  resisting  the  claim  of  one  who 
alleged  that  she  was  his  widow,  the  claim  was  at  length  shown 
and  admitted  to  be  entirely  fraudulent,  and  the  result  of  a  crimi- 
nal conspiracy.     Although  the  opportunity  has  been  afforded  to 
prove  that  the  testator  had  legitimate  relations,  no  such  proof 
^vas  offered ;  and  the  omission  is  the  more  significant  because,  in 
the  outset  of  the  cause,  the  illegitimacy  of  the   testator  was 
^cged,  and  evidence  taken  to  establish  the  fact.     Though  the 
testator  called  the  contestant,  John  S.  Cathcart.  his  nephew,  and 
addressed  him  as  such  in  epistolary  correspondence  (and  perhaps 
otherwise),  he  subsequently  denied  the  relationship,  saying  that 
''ohn  S.  Cathcart  and  his  brother  Martin  were  not  his  nephews, 
*  except  by  courtesy."     That  the  testator  was  attached  to  the 
government  of  this  country,  and  sympathized  deeply  with  it  in 
^ne  crisis  of  the  rebellion,  there  is  ample  evidence.     He  was 
'^^inded  to  offer  it  his  {)ersonal  service  as  a  soldier ;  and  when  he 
yielded,  as  he  readily  did,  to  the  suggestion  that  his  age  unfitted 
Mm  for  such  service,  he  expressed  his  determination  to  aid  the 
S^vemment  with  his  pecuniary  means,  and  he  accordingly  sub- 
^<2ribed  to  its  loans  at  a  period  when,  to  some  people,  such  action 
appeared  more  patriotic  than  prudent.     It  is  not  surprising  that, 
^<i  his  circumstances  and  with  his  devotion  to  the  country,  he 
'bould  have  been  desirous  of  offering  to  it  the  fortune  whicii, 
Haider  its  beneficent   institutions,  he  had  been  enabled,  by  his 
^aidostry,  thrift  and  sagacity,  to  accumulate.     Such  gifts  are  the 
^fipring  of  lofty  sentiments,  not  of  disordered   iniuginations. 
James  Smithson  limited  his  estate  over  to  the  United  States  of 
AjDerica,  to  found  at  Washington,  under  the  name  of  the  Smith- 
sonian Institution,  an  establishment  for  the  increase  and  diffusion 
^  knowledge  among  men,  and  the  gift  was  carried  into  effect. 
A  late  distinguished  citizen  of  this  state  gave,  by  his  will,  to  the 
^te  a  marine  battery  which  he  had  in  course  of  construction, 
^  directed  that  it  be  completed  at  an  expense  not  to  exceed 
ll)00O,OOO,  out  of  his   estate,  before  it  should    be  offereil   to 
the  state   for  its  acceptance.      His   testamentary  capacity  was 
never  questioned.     In  the  case  in  hand,  it  is  not  at  all  improba- 
ble that  the  enthusiasm  of  the  testator  for  the  cause  of  the  Union 
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was  kimlled  by  the  fact  that  the  interests  of  the  colored  race 
here  were  involved  in  the  struggle  which  arose  out  of  the  rebel- 
lion, and  that  his  gratitude  was  excited  by  the  liberation  which 
was  one  of  the  results  of  the  contest.  But  apart  from  these  con- 
siderations, obviously  no  conclusion  unfavorable  to  his  capacity 
is  to  be  drawn  from  the  fact  that  a  testator  gives  his  estate  in 
charity,  ignoring  his  collateral  relations.  It  appears,  however, 
by  the  will,  that  the  testator  was  not,  in  fact,  unmindful  of  hie 
blood  relations.  He  made  sucli  provision  as  he  deemed  proper 
for  such  of  them  as  he  desired  to  provide  for.  He  gave  to  Mag- 
dalene J.  Johnson  $10,000,  with  a  request  that  she  would  pay 
to  her  aged  aunt,  Frances  Grace,  for  life,  $300  a  year  in  equal 
quarter-yearly  payments,  'i'he  testator,  for  years  before  the 
making  of  the  will,  was  not  friendly  to  the  Cathcarts.  If  he 
had  no  legitimate  relations  (and  he  does  not  appear  to  have  had 
jmy),  those  of  the  contestants  who  claim  to  be  his  relations  could 
derive  no  advantage  from  refusing  probate  of  the  will.  If  the 
will  of  1861  made  provision  for  his  relations,  that  will  was  can- 
celed by  the  testator  in  1872.  Benson  would  be  benefited  if  pro- 
bate of  the  codicil  were  denied,  provided  probate  of  the  will 
were  granted,  but  not  otherwise.  While  the  evidence  produced 
in  opposition  to  the  will  and  codicil,  fails  to  show  that  the  testa 
tor  was  not  possessed  of  testamentary  capacity,  the  testimony  of 
numerous  witnesses  (before  adverted  to),  business  men  who  knew 
him  well  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  whose  opportunities 
of  knowledge  were  excellent,  abundantly  establishes  his  com- 
petency. 

Among  those  witnesses  is  John  S.  Harberger,  president  of  the 
Manhattan  Company,  a  bank  of  the  city  of  New  York,  who  wa< 
acquainted  with  him  from  about  1845  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  knew  him  well.     He  says  of  him  : 

"As  a  businftiS  man,  I  have  never  met  with  a  sounder  head,  and  if  you  like, 
(judging)  from  the  care  and  caution  that  he  invariably  exercised  in  tlie  choice 
of  securities,  [having  regard  to]  the  price  and  the  revenue  to  be  derived  from 
them ;  he  was  a  man  of  strong  attachmentsj,  and,  I  might  say,  of  equallv 
strong  anlii»:ithieH  (I  believe,  in  ihe  course  of  my  intercourse  with  him,  I  never 
challenged  his  aniipathies) ;  apparently  an  exacting  man,  yet  I  think  he  never 
asked  me  to  do  anything  tliat  was  not  reasonably  just  and  proper." 
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JHe  further  says  that  the  testator  was  a  man  of  very  strong 
nsfcirvcter — one  of  the  most  marked  men  in  character  that  he 
v^eir  met  in  his  life  ;   of  iron  will  and  inflexible,  and  almost 
q^ually  inflexible  in  his  prejudices;   naturally  suspicious;  and, 
le  adds,  he  was  prudent  to  a  fault,  except  where  his  antipathies 
ometimes  might,  for  the  moment,  disturb  his  better  judgment. 
tie  ^also  says  that  there  was  not  a  moment  during  all  his  long 
acquaintance  with  him  in  which   he  showed  a  lack  of  under- 
standing or  any  unsoundness  of  mind.     Mr.  Harberger  was 
assistant  cashier  of  the  bank  from  1857  to  1860,  and  cashier 
from  the  latter  date  to  September,  1 879,  when  he  became  presi- 
<leQt.    As  before  stated,  his  acquaintance  with  tiie  testator  com- 
oaenced  in  1845,  and  continued  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  latter.     He  says  he  saw  a  good  deal  of  him ;  that  as  early 
^^  1845,  the  testator  was  the  holder  of  New  York  city  stocks ; 
that  his  transfer  office  was  that  bank,  in  which  the  witness  paid 
him  interest,  as  a  dealer  and  stockholder  of  the  bank,  for  the 
twenty -five  years  before  his  death,  and  that  the  testator  was  one 
^f  the  depositors  of  the  bank  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  aiid  he 
^*"^  occasionally  a  borrower  from  the  bank ;  that  the  witness  was 
^<^«U8tomed  ti>  deal  with  him  personally  up  to  his  death,  and  to 
^^Ik  with  him  about  his  business  affairs,  such  as  the  nature  of 
^  ■«  investments,  the  rate  of  interest  for  money,  and  other  topics 
^  ^  interest  to  both  of  them  at  the  time ;  that  the  testator's  in- 
^^tments  were  generally  of  the  best  in  the  market,  ordinarily 
■  ■  ■  086  that  paid  the  highest  rate  of  interest  and  were  most  highly 
teemed  by  the  majority  of  investors,  and  that  the  investments 
^re  selected  by  the  testator  himself.     Mr.  Harberger  was  on 
*^»m8  of  intimate  acquaintanceship  with  him,  and  saw  and  con- 
'^'"^reed  with  him,  on  an  average,  at  least  twice  a  week  during  the 
■'^^  two  years  of  the  testator's  life,  and  received  a  gcod  many 
*^tters  from  him,  and  altogether  had  an  excellent  opportunity  of 
*^tKJwing  his  mental  capacity.     It  appears  from  the  testimony 
^'^  in  his  business  transactions  up  to  liis  death,  the  testator  ex- 
hibited no  evidence  of  unsoundness.     The  burden  of  proof  of 
*^pacity  is  on  the  opponents  of  tlie  will.     They  have  by  no 
DJcans  established  it.     On  the  contrary,  it  appears,  from  a  care- 
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ful  review  and  oonsideration  of  all  the  evidence,  that  die  teE 
tor,  at  the  time  of  making  both  will  and  codicil,  was 
of  full  testamentary  capacity. 

Those  instruments  will  be  admitted  to  probate. 


Matter  of  the  estate  of  Peter  G.  Doremus,  deceased. 

An  order  of  distribution  of  an  estate  was  made  in  December,  1867.    One  ( 
tributes  was  absent,  and,  on  the  presumption  of  liis  death,  his  next  of  kin 
plied  for  his  share,  but  the  administnitor  refused  to  pay  it  over,  and  no  cc 
pulsory  proceedings  were  taken  against  him.    The  administrator  retained 
share  ready  for  payment  until  April,  1877,  when  he  deposited  it  in  a  savii 
bank,  where  it  drew  six  per  cent,  interest.     Shortly  afterwards,  he  withdrew 
and  applied  it  all  to  his  own  use.     The  distributee  appeared  in  1878,  and 
proceedings  against  the  administrator's  sureties — Held^  that  they  must  p.iy 
terest  on  the  share  at  six  {ler  cent.,  after  and  during  its  deposit,  and  at  se\ 
I)er  cent,  (the  legal  rate)  from  the  time  of  its  withdrawal  until  July  4th,  18 
and  at  six  per  cent,  (the  legal  rate  from  that  time)  subsequently. 


Mr.  W.  Prallj  for  the  distributee. 

Mr,  T,  D.  Hoxsey,  for  the  sureties  of  the  administrator. 

The  Ordinary. 

Upon  an  assessment  of  the  damages  upon  an  administrat:' 
bond,  the  question  is  raised  as  to  the  amount  of  interest  wk: 
shall  be  collected  on  an  unpaid  distributive  share  of  the  est 
which  is  the  only  outstanding  obligation  secured  by  the  hcj 
The  order  of  distribution  was  made  in  December  term,  18 
The  administrator  appears,  by  the  testimony,  to  have  kept  i 
money  for  the  share  in  question  either  in  liis  own  custody 
home  or  on  depcsit  in  bank,  ready  to  be  paid  over,  up  to  il 
time,  April  20th,  1877,  when  he  deposited  it  in  a  savings  bar 
in  Paterson,  where  it  drew  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cer 
per  annum.     He  drew  part  of  the  money  out  of  that  bank  N 
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vember  30th,  1877,  part  of  it  April  Ist,  1878,  and  the  rest  on 
the  6th  of  that  month,  and  applied  all  of  it  to  his  own  use.    He  is 
chargeable  with  interest  from  the  time  when  he  made  the  deposit 
in  the  savings  bank,  at  six  per  cent,  per  annum,  up  to  the  time  of 
drawing  it  out;  at  seven  from  that  time  up  to  the  4th  of  July^ 
1878,  and  at  six  per  cent,  from  that  date.     It  appears  that  the 
distributee  to  whom  the  share  belonged,  and  to  whom  the  ad- 
ministrator was,  by  the  order  of  the  orphans  court,  directed  to  pay 
it,  did  not  appear  until  within  the  last  two  years,  and  it  was 
allied  by  his  next  of  kin  that  he  was  dead.     They  applied  to 
the  administrator  for  tlie  payment  of  the  money  to  them  as  next 
of  kin,  and  threatened  him  with  legal  proceedings  for  the  re- 
covery of  it.     He  refused  to  pay  it  over  to  them,  however,  but 
held  it  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  it. 
^0  proceedings  were  ever  taken   against  him   to  recover   the 
money  by  those  who  claimed  it  as  next  of  kin. 


EzEKiEL  I.  Tucker,  executor  of  Warner  Tucker,  deceased, 

appellant, 

V. 

UzAL  A.  Tucker  et  al.,  respondents. 

!•  An  executor  has  no  right,  without  authority  from  a  competent  court,  to 
Invest  the  funds  of  the  estate  in  municipal  bonds  or  bank  stock. 

2.  Where  commissions  are  paid  on  part  of  the  estate  at  an  intermetiiate  ac- 
^^nnting^  commissions  can  only  ho.  allowed  on  the  amount  which  comes  into 
^  executor's  hands  afterwards,  and  such  commissions  are  calculated  as  if  the 
•oWqaent  receipts  were  part  of  the  prior  receipts. 


Appeal  from  decree  of  orphans  court  of  Union  county,  on  the 
3ttX)unt  of  the  appellant. 

■Mr.  E,  Q,  Keasbei/y  for  appellant. 
lf^  Luther  ShafeVy  for  respondents. 
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The  Ordinary. 

The  following  questions  were  presented  on  the  argument 
this  ap|)eal :  Whether  certain  investments  made  by  the 
the  accountant,  of  the  money  of  the  estate  in  bonds  of  the 
of  Elizabeth  and  in  bank  stock,  should  be  allowed ;  wbethei 
the  investment  in  bank  stock  be  disallowed,  he  should  havi 
allowance  of  the  tax  paid  bv  him  thereon ;  whether  he  shoal 
allowed  interest  paid  by  him  on  taxes  assessed  on  the  proj: 
of  the  estate,  and  whether  he  is  entitled  to  full  oommiasions  ^ 
the  whole  estate,  seeing  that  he  was  allowed  such  commissions  ^ 
part  of  the  estate  in  his  intermediate  account. 

The  orphans  court  disallowed  the  investments,  and,  while 
<;harge<1  him  with  the  dividends  which,  by  the  account,  he 
knowledged  he  had  received  from  the  stock,  disallowed  the 
he  had  paid  on  the  stock.     It  also  disallowed  the  interest 
by  hiiu  on  taxes  assessed  on  the  property  of  the  estate.     At 
close  of  his  account  the  executor  states  that  the  securities,  in^ 
ments  and  assets  of  the  t'state  consist  of  fifty  shares  of  bank  stoc^^ 
eight  bonds,  of  $1,000  each,  of  the  city  of  Elizabeth,  and  certau- - 
real  estate,  which  was  obtained  on  an  exchange.     That  real  ests^ 
was  pro|>erly  specifically  acc<)unte<l  for,  as  part  of  the  estate, 
accordance  with  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Dicker  v.  Tucker^ 
Stew.  Rj.  JS'C,    Tlie  executor  had  no  authority  to  invest  any  pff 
of  the  estate  in  either  municipal  bouds  or  bank  stock.     Aococ: 
ing  to  liis  own  testimony,  he  did  not  consult  any  of  the  legat- 
or devi-^ecs  on  the  subject,  nor  mention  the  matter  to  them  ur 
after  tlie  investments  were  made.     He  liought  the  bonds  fp 
the  city  comptroller  at  less  tlian  par — ninety-eight  cents  on 
dollar,  and   accrued    interest.      In  alx)iit  four  weeks   after 
bought  them,  all  of  the  legatees  and  devisees,  he  says,  made  c 
phiiiit  to  him  about  the   investment.     He  told   them  he 
sidcred  the  bonds  good,  and  one  of  them  said  that  legal  cot 
in  the  city  (whom  he  named)  advised  that  he  get  rid  of  i 
but  he  refused  to  follow  the  advice  or  heed  the  complaint, 
had  no  authority  from  the  orphans  court  to  invest.     The  i 
ments  in  city  bonds  and  bank  stock  cannot  be  allowed.     ? 
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p*  them  is  an  investment  recognized  as  pro[>er  for  trust  moneys 

*^  the  absence  of  direction  by  comi>etent  authority.     The  muni- 

^*P«il  bonds  in  this  case  were,  it  will  be  noticed,  bought  of  a  city 

official  and  below  par.     Objectionable  as  these  bonds  have  proved 

^o  be  as  an  investment  (they  pay  no  interest,  and  now  bring  but 

Aorty  or  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar  in  the  market),  there  are  other 

**^Unicipal  bonds,  issued  by  competent  authority,  in  this  state, 

^^hich  would,  perhaps,  have  been  more  so  still.     It  is  easy  to  see 

^"ftt  to  sanction  the  unauthorized  investment  of  trust  money  by 

^  trustee  in  municipal  bonds  would  be  a  most  unwise  proceeding. 

^*ich  investments  have  not  been  authorized  by  the  court  of  chaii- 

^^^ly  in  this  state.     The  rule  on  the  subject  of  investments  of 

^^ust  money  has  been  referred  to  in  several  cases.     In  Gray  v. 

-^osc,  Saxt.  269,  and  Vredand  v.  Vreeland,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  512,  the 

^^^^Urt  recognizes  only  government  stocks  and  landed  security,  and 

^^'^Oclemns  investments  in  stocks  of  private  companies.     In  Hal- 

v.  Meeker,  3  C.  E.  Gr.  136,  and  Lathrop  v.  Sraalley,  8  C. 

Gr,  192,  direction  was  given  to  trustees,  and  what  were  allow- 

^^le  investments  was  stated.     They  were  declared  to  be  securi- 

^*^is  of  the  United  States  or  of  this  state  and  mortgages  of  real 

^=^tate. 

By  our  statute  law  {Rev.  777  §  115),  executors,  guardians 
^iid  trustees  may  obtain  the  direction  of  the  orphans  court  as  to 
^■^eir  investments,  and  if  they  follow  it  the  loss  which  may  be 
sustained  will  not  fall  on  them.  The  act  does  not  limit  the 
^^Urt  as  to  securities.  It  expressly  authorizes  executors,  guard- 
^^118  and  trustees  to  invest  in  the  bonds  of  this  state. 

The  executor  in  this  case  left  the  taxes  on  property  of  the  estate 
^*ipaid,  as  he  says,  for  two,  three  and  perhaps  four  years,  and 
P^d  interest  on  them  at  the  rate  of  twelve  or  fifteen  percent.     It 
^<^  not  appear  that  he  was  not  in  funds  of  the  estate  wherewith 
^  pay  them^  but  the  contrary.     The  interest  was  properly  disal- 
lowed. 

He  complains  that  the  court,  while  charging  him  with  the 
dividends  received  from  the  bank  stock  before  mentioned,  re- 
fused to  allow  him  the  amount  paid  by  iiim  for  tax  assessed  on 
Mm  for  it.     He  charges  himself  with  $226  received  for  divi- 
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dends  on  the  stock  up  to  July  Ist,  1878.     He  bought  it  Apr 

Isty  1878.     The  court,  in  restating  the  account,  appear  to  ha> 

charged  him  with  lawful  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  par  valt 

of  the  stock,  $5,000,  up  to  the  time  of  filing  the  account^  Noven 

ber  18th,  1878,  and  also  with  the  amount  by  which  the  div 

dends  above  mentioned  (up  to  July  Ist,  1878),  exceeded  that  ii 

terest.      But  the  executor  does  not  charge  himself  with  ac 

dividends  on  the  stock  after  July  Ist,  1878.     It  appears,  by  tl 

restatement  of  the  account,  that  the  stock  paid  a  dividend  c 

eight  per  cent,  per  annum,  though  there  is  no  evidence  on  thi 

head,  and  it  is  impossible,  from  the  reconl,  to  say  what  dividen< 

he,  in  fact,  received  or  was  entitled  to  on  the  stock  up  to  the  filii 

of  the  account.     It  is  certain,  however,  that  he  is  not  charg< 

with  dividends  after  July  Ist,  1878.     It  does  not  appear,  ther 

fore,  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  dividends  on  the  Hto( 

probably  exceeded  the  legal  rate  of  interest  on  its  par  value,  tl 

disallowance  of  the  tax  paid  by  him  was  unjust  to  him.     If  I 

had  been  charged  with  all  the  divi<lends  received,  and  they  hi 

exceeded  or  had  been  equal  to  the  legal  rate  of  interest  on  t' 

par  value  of  the  stock,  for  the  year  for  which  the  tax  was  pai 

after  deducting  the  tax,  he  should  have  been  credited  with  t 

tax.     But,  as  the  case  stands,  the  decree  must  be  affirmed  in  tl 

res|>ect  also. 

He  claims  allowance,  upon  his  final  account,  of  full  comn 
sions  on  the  entire  estate  in  his  hands,  although  he  was  alloiM 
such  commissions  on  by  far  the  greater  part  of  it  on  the  sett 
ment  of  his  intermediate  account.  He  is  entitled  to  commissi^ 
only  on  the  money  which  has  come  into  his  hands  since  the  = 
tlement  of  the  intermediate  account,  and  the  commissions  on  ti 
sum  are  to  be  allowed  at  the  rate  at  which  they  would  have  be 
allowed  if  it  had  constituted  part  of  the  amount  on  which  coi 
missions  were  allowed  on  the  settlement  of  the  intermedia 
account. 

An  executor,  administrator,  guardian  or  trustee  is  not  entitle 
under  the  statute,  to  commissions  more  than  once  on  the  men 
which  comes  into  his  hands,  and  if  commissions  have  been  ] 
lowed,  on  an  intermediate  account,  on  part  of  the  estate, 


6  Stew.]  OCTOBER  TERM,  1880.  239 

Kise  V.  Heath. 

will,  00  the  final  account,  be  entitled  to  commissions  only  on  the 
balance  which  has  come  to  his  hands  since.  And  in  computing 
his  commissions  on  the  final  account,  commissions  are  to  be  reck- 
oned upon  the  whole  amount,  and  the  balance,  after  deducting 
from  those  commissions  the  commissions  allowed  on  the  inter- 
mediate account,  will  be  the  amount  to  which  he  will  be  entitled. 
The  amount  on  which  the  appellant  was  allowed  commissions  in 
the  intermediate  account  was  $23,475.  He  is  entitled  to  com- 
niisBioDS  now  on  the  amount  which  has  come  to  his  hands  since, 
14)922.98,  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent. 

The  orphans  court  so  decreed. 

The  decree  appealed  from  will  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Catharine  Kise,  appellant, 

V. 

Edward  M.  Heath  et  al.,  respondents. 

The  evidence  in  this  case — Heldf  to  show  testamentary  capacity  on  the  part 
<^f  t  testatrix  eighty -one  years  old,  and  that  no  undue  influence  had  been  ex- 
erted over  her  by  her  daughter,  with  whom  she  and  her  husband  had  lived 
'Or  more  than  twenty-two  years,  although  such  daughter  received,  by  the  will, 
'  lAi^r  share  of  the  estate  than  her  sisters,  and  notwithstanding  such  daughter 
^  her  husband  had  received  compensation  for  taking  care  of  testatrix's  hus- 
^d,  who  died  before  testatrix,  from  his  estate. 


Appeal  from  decree  of  Hunterdon  orphans  court. 

Mr.  iJ.  8.  Kuhl,  for  appellant. 

Mr,  O.  P.  Chamberlin  and  Mr,  H,  O.  ChanAerlin,  for  re- 
spondents. 

The  Ordinary. 

This  appeal  brings  up  for  review  the  decree  of  the  orphans 
^oart  of  Hunterdon  county,  admitting  to  probate  a  paper  pur- 
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porting  to  \ye  the  will  of  Rebecca  Heath,  deceased,  late  of  that 
county.  The  grounds  of  objection  to  the  will  are  twofold — in- 
capacity and  undue  influence.  It  was  executed  March  5th,  1878. 
The  testatrix  was  then  about  eighty-one  years  old,  and  was  living 
with  her  daughter  Miranda,  wife  of  Francis  Rittenhouse,  with 
whom  she  and  her  husband,  Daniel  Heath  (who  died  there 
in  February,  1878),  had  lived  for  twenty-two  years.  She  had 
but  two  other  children — the  caveatrix,  Catharine,  wife  of  James 
Kise,  and  Mary,  wife  of  Reading  Housel.  Mrs.  Rittenhouse 
and  Mrs.  Housel  each  had  one  child,  and  Mrs.  Kise  was  child- 
less. The  testatrix's  husband  died  intestate,  and  his  property 
was  divided,  according  to  law,  between  his  widow  and  his  three 
children,  the  before-mentioned  daughters  of  the  testatrix. 
Shortly  after  his  death,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rittenhouse  removed  to 
North  Carolina.  After  their  vendue  of  their  propert}-,  the  tes- 
tatrix went,  for  a  few  days,  to  the  house  of  Henry  F.  Bodine 

From  there  she  went  to  the  house  of  her  son-in-law,  Reading 
Housel,  and  remained  there  until  the  fall  of  1878,  when  she  weni 
to  board  at  the  house  of  her  grandson,  Samuel  Housel,  where  she 
lived  until  her  death,  which  occurretl  in  September,  1879.     Oi 
or  about  April   1st,   1878,   the  testatrix  executed  a  letter  o' 
attorney  to  Henry  F.  Bodine,  authorizing  and  empowering  hiiz 
to  act  for  her  in  matters  of  business,  and  on  or  about  the  4th 
the  same  month,  she  executed  a  deed  of  trust  of  her  propert 
in  favor  of  hei'self,  to  Edward  M.  Heath.    She  had  an  estate  c 
about  §4,000.     By  the  will,  after  directing  that  her  debts 
funeral  ext>enses  be  paid,  she  proceeds  as  follows : 

"  In  c<>nsi<leralion  of  inadequate  compensation  for  board,  lodging,  wasl^  ?  a 
and  making  extra  trouble  incident  to  the  infirmities  of  age,  for  the  last    'tm.    ' 
years,  fur  myself  and  late  husband,  Daniel  Heath,  it  is  my  will,  and  Z     ^^■ 
order,  jjive  and  be<iue2ith  to  my  beloved  daughter,  Miranda  Rittenhouse,  "M'.«i- 
of  Francis  Rittenhouse,  $1,000,  first  and  before  any  division  takes  place,  nw^^ 
then  slie,  said  Miranda  Rittenhou»<e,  to  share  etiua!  witli  my  beloved  daught^^*  '" 
Mary  Housel,  wife  of  Reading  Housel,  and  my  beloved  daughter,  Calharic^^ 
Kise,  wife  of  James  Kise,  except  said  Catharine  Kise  t«>  have  only  the  usec^-'' 
mterest  of  her  share  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  her  death  her  share  toU^^-'^ 
divide<l  equal  between  my  two  daughters,  Mary  Housel  and  Miranda  Bitten  ^^ 
house,  if  they  be  living,  or  to  their  legal  representatives,  if  they,  or  either  of 
them,  )>e  dead." 
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At  the  time  of  makiDg  the  will,  a  claim  made  by  Mrs.  Ritteii- 
boose  and  ber  husband  against  the  estate  of  Daniel  Heath,  for 
extra  compensation  for  the  care  of  him  and  his  wife,  the  testa- 
trix, was  under  negotiation  for  settlement  between  them  and  the 
representatives  of  the  estate,  and  it  was  compromised  .by  the  pay- 
ment by  the  administrators  of  $1,200,  as  such  com{)ensation. 
There  was  an  agreement  between  Daniel  Heath  and  the  Ritten- 
houses  for  the  payment  of  $200  a  year  for  the  board  of  himself 
and  his  wife,  and  the  $1,200  were  allowed  as  extra  compensation 
for  the  twenty-two  years  during  which  Heath  and  his  wife  had 
lived  with  the  Rittenhouses.  The  $1,200  appear  to  have  been 
paid  April  4th,  1878,  about  a  month  after  the  making  of  the 
will  in  question.  When  the  settlement  and  payment  were  made, 
the  Housels  and  Rises  were  ignorant  of  the  provision  made  in 
the  will  for  Mrs.  Rittenhouse,  as  compensation  for  the  same 
services.  The  will  was  executed  with  due  legal  formalities.  The 
testimony  on  the  subject  establishes  the  fact  that  at  the  time  when 
the  will  was  made,  the  testatrix  fully  understood  the  business  in 
which  she  was  engaged,  and  was  possessed  of  testamentary 
capacity.  She  herself  gave  the  instructions  for  the  will,  and 
after  it  had  been  prepared,  it  was  twice  read  over  to  her,  and  she 
approved  of  it.  She  herself  named  the  executors.  Of  the  wit- 
nesses to  the  will,  one,  David  Bodine,  was  intimately  acquainted 
with  her,  and  in  answer  to  the  question  whether  she  was  of  sound 
Diind  when  she  executed  it,  he  says,  in  substance,  that  he  saw 
nothing  to  induce  him  to  think  that  she  was  not.  The  other, 
John  H.  Philkill,  was  asked  whether  she  was  childish  or  not, 
^d  declined  to  give  an  opinion  on  that  subject.  He  was  not 
^ked  whether,  in  his  opinion,  she  had  sufficient  ca|)acity  to 
liable  her  to  make  a  will.  Two  physicians  were  sworn  on  the 
subject  of  capacity — one.  Dr.  Cramer,  on  behalf  of  the  caveatrix, 
*nd  the  other,  Dr.  Reiley,  on  behalf  of  the  proponents.  The 
former  testifies  that  he  attended  the  testatrix  professionally  for 
several  years  before  her  death.  He  says  that  he  was  at  Ritten- 
house's  frequently  during  the  last  two  years  that  the  testatrix 
lived  there,  and  that  he  thinks  that  what  she  said  during  those 
years  was  intelligent.     He  also  says  that  from  what  he  saw  and 
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knew  of  her  during  the  years  that  he  attended  her,  her  phy 
and  mental  condition  was  not  such  as  necessarily  to  require  i 
one  to  take  care  of  her.  Dr.  Reiley  became  acquainted  wid 
seven  or  eight  months  before  her  death.  He  says  he  ta 
with  her  on  several  topics,  and  she  talked  very  sensibly ;  an 
says  that  during  the  time  he  knew  her  he  is  clearly  of  opi 
that  she  wus  competent  to  make  a  will. 

This  latter  testimony  is  important,  because  it  is  claimed  h} 
caveatrix  that  the  alleged  incapacity  was  the  result  of  the  fa 
of  the  testatrix's  j>hysical  and  mental  powers  by  reason  of 
age.  The  testimony  of  Dr.  Cramer,  before  referred  to,  I 
directly  on  the  allegation  made  by  the  caveatrix,  that  the  V 
trix  was  incompetent,  by  reason  of  her  physical  and  mental 
becility,  to  take  any  care  of  herself.  The  proof  is,  that  the 
she  had  the  physical  infirmities  usually  concomitant  upon 
vanced  age,  she  retained  her  mental  capacity.  Her  memory 
good.  This  was  strikingly  manifested  in  the  preparations 
her  husband's  funeral.  She  supplied  the  names  of  persons  t 
invited  whom  her  daughter,  Mrs.  Rittenhouse,  had  overloo 
She  was  able  to  count  money  and  to  make  change.  She  freque 
read  the  Bible,  and  was  a  faithful  attendant  at  the  churcl 
which  she  was  a  member,  and  she  appears,  from  the  evidence 
have  been  an  attentive,  appreciative  and  critical  listener  to 
preaching.  She  was  of  a  taciturn  disposition,  but  when  she  sp 
she  spoke  with  intelligence.  I  attach  no  importance  to  the 
timony  on  the  part  of  the  caveatrix  in  regard  to  the  testat 
conduct  at  the  funeral  of  her  husband,  which,  it  is  urge< 
evidence  of  imbecility.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  met  and  o 
thrown  by  counter-testimony  on  the  part  of  the  proponents, 
in  the  next  place,  the  fact  that  she  gave  no  manifestation  of  gj 
on  the  occasion,  would  not,  if  such  had  been  the  fact,  be  evide 
of  incapacity.  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  she  .was  \ 
sessed  of  full  testamentary  capacity.  In  this  connection,  it  d 
be  remarked  that  the  letter  of  attorney  and  deed  of  trust  \< 
executed  by  her,  with  the  knowledge  of  her  family,  withi 
month  of  the  time  when  the  will  was  made,  and  her  capacity 
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execute  tliose  instruments  seems  never  to  have  been  doubted  or 
<|ue8tioned. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  there  is  evidence  that  Mrs.  Ritten- 
house,  the  principal  legatee,  exercised  undue  influence  over  her. 
The  grounds  on  which  this  claim  is  based,  are  that  the  situation 
of  the  parties  afforded  opportunity  for  such  influence,  and  that 
Mn.  Rittenhouse,  on  the  occasion  when  the  instructions  for  the 
will  were  given,  made  use  of  an  expression  which  indicated  the 
exercise  of  it.    Mr.  Chamberlin  was  the  draughtsman  of  the  will. 
He  appears  to  have  been  sent  to  do  the  work  by  his  father,  who 
was  a  scrivener,  and  who  had  been  requested  to  draw  the  will,  but 
from  infirmity  was  disinclined  to  do  it.     He  says  his  father com- 
muDicated  to  him  the  fact  that  the  testatrix  wanted  to  see  him, 
or  wanted  to  make  a  will.     He  states  that  he  went  to  see  her 
accordingly;  that  he  said  to  her  that  he  understood   that  she 
wanted  to  make  her  will,  and  she  answered  that  she  did;  that 
he  then  asked  her  how  she  wanted  it,  and  she  replied  that  she 
hardly  knew  how ;  that  he  then  said  that  she  must  know — that 
he  could  not ;  that  she  made  no  immediate  answer  to  that  remark ; 
^hat  he  then  said  that  she  had  three  daughters,  and  asked  if  she 
lilted  to  leave  them  equal  shares  of  her  property,  and  she 
"^plied,  "Why,  yes — I  guess  so;"  that  just  then  Mrs.  Ritten- 
house came  in  and  said  to  her :  "  There  is  no  use  in  your  making 
*  will;*'  and  after  making  that  remark,  went  out  of  the  room, 
^nd  then  the  testatrix  proceeded,  and  told  him  what  disposition 
*^he  desired  to  make  of  her  property,  which  he  says  was  just  what 
^^^  will,  as  executed,  provided  for.     He  adds  tliat  he  asked  her 
^hom  she  wanted  for  executor,  and  she  said  she  had  not  thought 
^U)ut  that.     She  subsequently,  when  the  draft  of  the  will  was 
approved  by  her,  named  the  executors,  as  before  stated.     The 
^veatrix  insists  that  the  above-mentioned  remark  of  Mrs.  Ritten- 
house is  evidence  of  undue  influence.     It  does  not  appear,  how- 
ever, that  the  latter  had  any  part  in  the  making  of  the  will.    She 
^as  not  present  when  the  instructions  for  it  were  given,  thougi) 
they  were  given  at  her  house.     She  was  not  present  when  the 
draft  of  the  will  was  read  over  by  the  draughtsman  to  the  testatrix. 
He  says  no  one  was  present  except  himself  and  the  testatrix. 
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She  was  not  present  when  the  will  was  execrated.     Mr.  Chambei 

lin  gives  the  following  account  of  the  testatrix's  instructions  fc 

the  will :     She  said  that  she  and  her  husband  had,  on  acoount  o 

their  sickness,  been  a  great  deal  of  trouble  to  Miranda;  tha 

Miranda  bad  to  have  extra  help  about  the  house,  and  to  ha\ 

strangers  there  to  watch  with  her,  the  testatrix's,  husband  in  h 

sickness,  and  she  wante<l  her  paid  for  it ;  that  she  wanted  her  t 

have  the  first  $1,000  before  any  division  took  place,  and  then  1 

share  equally  with  the  others,  and  that  Katy  (Mrs.  Kise,  th 

caveatrix)  was  to  have  only  the  use  of  her  share.     He  says  thi 

he  said  to  her  that  he  supposed  she  meant  the  interest,  and  sh 

said  "yes."     He  says  he  thinks  she  said  she  did  not  want  Mr 

Kise's  husband  to  have  it  when  Mrs.  Kise  was  done  with  it,  bi 

wanted  Mary  (Mrs.  Housel)  and  Miranda  (Mrs.  Rittenhouse) 

have  it.     The  will  having  been  executed  with  due  formalitie 

and  the  testatrix  having  been,  at  the  time  of  executing  it,  of  ooa 

petent  understanding,  the  burden  of  proof  of  undue  influence 

on  the  caveatrix.     And  undue  influence  must  be  proved.     As  w 

said  in  Humphrey's  Will,  11  C.  E.  Gr,  513,  it  is  not  a  presutM 

tion,  but  a  conclusion.     See  also  Bayse  v.  RosAorough,  6  H^ 

L,  Cas.  2,     There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  un< 

mfluence  when  the  draft  of  the  will  was  read  and  approved, 

when  the  will  was  executed.     Giving  to  the  remark  made 

Mrs.  Rittenhouse  its  fullest  effect,  it  was  a  suggestion  pertin* 

to  the  reply  of  the  testatrix  to  the  question  of  the  scrivei 

whether  she  wanted  to  leave  her  property  to  her  three  daugbt4 

in  equal  shares,  or  how  she  would  leave  it,  she  answereil  "  Ye 

I  guess  so.*'     But,  as  before  stated,  it  appears   that  .she  b- 

previously,  in  the  same  conversation,  told  the  scrivener  that » 

hardly  knew  how  she  wanted  to  leave  her  proj)erty,  and  ta 

reply  was  merely  indicative  of  her  concurrence  in  his  suggesticp 

so  far  as  her  general  intention  was  concerned,  that  her  daughte 

were  to  have  her  property ;  but  it  did  not  indicate  her  full  inte 

tion  on  the  subject.     She  subsequently  gave  him  her  reason  f 

the  gift  of  $1,000  to  Mrs.  Rittenhouse.     It  was  a  recognition  c 

and  compensation  for,  faithful  services  and  kind  attention  lei 

dered  to  her  and  her  husband  for  over  twenty  years  in  their  o 
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age.  It  is  quite  probable  that  she  intended  to  give  to  the  daughter 
^ho  had  thus  discharged  her  filial  duty  towards  her  parents,  a 
^QfaetaDtial  reward  out  of  her  own  estate,  irrespective  of  what  her 
<l&ughter'8  husband  might  obtain  for  the  same  services  out  of  the 
estate  of  her  father,  the  testatrix's  husband.  Nor  is  it  at  all  sur- 
pxisiDg  that  the  testatrix,  in  the  distribution  of  her  property, 
made  a  marked  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  daughter  with 
vhom  she  and  her  husband  had  passed  more  than  a  score  of 
years  of  their  old  age,  and  under  whose  roof  they  had  found  a 
<!«>tiifortable  home,  and  to  whose  filial  piety  they  had  been  so 
much  indebted. 

The  scrivener  says  that  he  saw  nothing  to  indicate  incapacity 
during  the  interview  in  which  the  remark  of  Mrs.  Rittenhouse 
was  made,  and  that  he  is  of  opinion  that  the  remark  did  not  in- 
floenoe  the  testatrix  in  the  disposition  of  her  property. 
.    The  testatrix  lived  for  about  eighteen  months  after  the  $1,200 
were  jiaid,  and  it  appears  that  she  had  testamentary  capacity  up 
to  the  lime  of  her  death ;  yet  she  never  intimated  any  dissatis- 
faction with  the  will  she  had  made,  nor  indicated  any  desire  to 
^Iter  it.     It  is  proved  that  she  was  liberal  in  the  use  of  her 
ixioney,  and  that  she  insisted  on  her  right  to  do  what  she  pleased 
with  it     Reading  Housel,  called  for  the  caveatrix,  says  that  one 
^ight  while  she  was  at  his  house,  (she  appears  to  have  been  there 
from  April  to  October,  1878),  his  wife  (her  daughter  Mary), 
'herring  to  the  gift  by. the  testatrix  of  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
^nts  to  the  witness's  daughter,  said  to  the  testatrix   that  she 
^oght  not  to  be  giving  her  money  away,  and  he  says  the  testatrix 
'Seemed  to  be  affronted,  and  said  that  her  money  was  her  own, 
^d  she  had  a  right  to  do  what  she  pleased  with  it.     There  is  no 
evidence,  whatever,  that  the  testatrix  was  not,  in  making  the 
will,  a  perfectly  free  agent;  none  that  her  judgment,  discretion 
^t  wish  was  overborne  by  .Mrs.  Rittenhouse,  or  that  she  was 
^ing  under  any  restraint.     In  other  words,  there  is  no  evidence 
that  the  will  was  not  her  own.     On  the  other  hand,  it  appears 
that  she  acted  of  her  own  volition,  and  without  restraint.     The 
^ficree  of  the   orphans'  court  will  be  affirmed ;   the   costs  of 
appeal  to  be  paid  by  the  appellants. 
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In  the  matter  of  the  application  for  grant  of  letters  of  limitc 
administration  upon  the  estate  of  Jeremiah  Lothrc 
and  others. 

A  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  a  grant  of  letters  of  limited  administratioQ  on  tl 
estate  of  a  deceased  subsequent  mortgagee  of  the  same  premises,  who  was  a  no 
resident,  no  administration  having  been  taken  out  here  on  his  estate,  but  8U< 
administration  will  be  limited  to  the  proceedings  already  taken,  or  that  m: 
hereafter  be  taken  in  the  |)ending  foreclosure,  or  in  any  other  supplement* 
proceedings  for  relief  on  the  mortgage. 


Mr,  J,  R.  Enieiy,  for  the  application. 

The  Obdinary. 

The  |)etitioner,  who  is  the  complainant  in  a  suit  in  chanoe 
of  this  state,  for  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  certain  mortgage 
premises,  applies  for  the  grant  of  letters  of  limited  administratic 
on  the  estate  of  Jeremiali  Lothrop,  the  mortgagee  named  in 
mortgage  of  the  property  subsequent  to  that  of  the  petitione 
and  John  Balch  and  Mary  B.  Doyle,  two  of  Lothrop's  cetiu 
que  trusty  he  being  a  mere  trustee.  They  ai'e  all  three  dead.  A 
their  death  they  were  all  non-residentij,  and  no  grant  of  admir 
istnition  of  their  estates  has  been  made  in  this  state.  Lothro 
died  in  1875,  and  the  other  two  in  1871.  On  the  estate  o 
Lothrop,  administration  was  granted  in  New  York,  and  Bale 
left  a  will  which  was  proved  in  New  York,  but  no  admiuistrs 
tion  has  been  granted  in  this  state  on  the  estate  of  either.  Mai 
Doyle  died  intestate,  and  no  administration  of  her  estate  has  bee 
taken  anywhere.  The  administrator  of  Lothrop  and  the  execut 
of  Balch  were  made  parties  to  the  suit  in  chancery  and  wtr 
proceeded  against  as  absent  defendants,  but  neither  of  the 
appeared. 

The  necessity  for  the  existence  of  the  power  of  creating  sucL 
representation  as  is  now  applied  for  in  such  cases  as  this^ 
obvious.  Unless  such  power  exist,  a  failure  of  justice  will  ens  t 
The  petitioner  cannot  safely  proceed  with  her  suit  to  forecloee  b 
mortgage  in  the  absence  of  the  representatives  of  the  deceai^e 
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trustee  and  ceMuis  que  trusty  and  she  is  unwilling  and  ought  not 
to  i>e  required  to  furnish  general  administrators  for  the  estates. 
Of  the  power  of  this  court  to  grant  the  letters,  I  have  no  doubt. 
In   ^England  such  letters  are  granted  by  the  ecclesiastical  court. 
^  ^Villiamtt  on  Exrs,  522, 523.    The  i)owers  of  this  court  in  grant- 
ing   letters  of  administration  are  not  special  or  limited,  but  full 
and  general.     Coursen's  Will,  3  Or.  Ch.  IfiS.     In  England  such 
letters  as  are  now  applied  for  are  granted,  to  a  nominee  of  the 
applicant,  and  they  are  limited  to  the  purposes  of  the  suit.    Coole 
on  JProftafe  122.    By  statute  {15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86  §  U\  the  court 
of  cliHDcery  in  England  is  authorized  to  appoint  an  administrator 
^^  liieniy  where  necessary  from  want  of  a  representative,  or  to 
pi^oceeil  in  the  suit  without  representation.     We  have  no  such 
law.     The  letters  will  be  granted.     They  will  be  limited  to  the 
P^**p08e  only  of  attending,  supplying,  substantiating  and  coi?firm- 
^'^8   the  proceedings  already  had  or  which  shall  or  may  hereafter 
^  had  in  the  suit  in  the  court  of  chancery,  or  in  any  other  suit 
^^  Suits  which  may  hereafter  be  commenced  in  that  or  any  other 
^^Urt  for  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill  in  the  suit  in  chancery,  and 
'**itil  a  final  decree  shall  be  made  therein,  and  such  decree  be 
^^^I'ied    into   execution,  and  the  execution   thereof  fully  com- 
pleted, but  no  further  or  otherwise,  in  any  manner  whatever. 
"*-  "e  administrator  ad  prosequendum  thus  appointed  will  have  no 
Authority  to  receive  any  money  realized  on  the  mortgage  which 
^^  represents,  or  the  decree  or  execution. 


^OTE. — If  the  administration  granted  be  more  limited  tlian  the  purjwses  of 
^^  suit  require,  and  it  is  in  the  plaintiff's  power  to  obtain  a  more  general 
^**»ninbt ration,  the  court  may  require  him  to  do  so  (Fanlkiicr  v.  Daniel ^  3  Hare 
''^^i  JokMon  V.  Hodgens,  Ir,  L.  R.  {10  Eq.)  5J6  ;   Davis  v.  Chanter,  2  Phil. 

*n  a  suit  to  recover  titles  of  a  number  of  tenants  and  occupiers,  one  of  the 
^^endants  had  died,  and  there  was  no  legal  representative  of  him. — Jlcldy 
^*t  his  widow  might  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  so  far  as  the  suit  went 
^^  V.  Goyford,  16  Beav.  501). 

On  a  general  creditor's  bill  by  the  representative  of  a  mortgagee,  on  behalf 
^*  himself  and  other  creditors  who  may  come  in,  an  administrator  ad  litem  is 
^^Officient  {Groves  v.  Lane,  16  Jur.  854,  1061 ;  see  Despard  v.  Head,  ^  Moll. 

A  Pending  the  administration  of  an  estate  in  England,  a  legatee  domiciled  in 
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Nova  Scotia,  died  there,  and  his  will  was  proved  there,  but  the  executors 
declined  to  prove  in  England. — Held^  that  the  court  could  appoint  an  admin- 
istrator to  represent  him  in  England,  fur  the  purpose  of  reviving  the  suit 
( Bliaa  v.  PiUiuxm,  SO  Beav.  20). 

F.,  a  testator,  died,  having  appointed  three  executors;  two  renounced,  and 
the  third,  afler  taking  probate,  died  intestate.  All  the  residuarj  legatees 
renounced,  and  administration  de  bonis  non  was  granted  to  K.,  a  creditor.  K. 
died,  leaving  personalty  of  F.  unadministered.  At  the  time  of  F/s  death,  pro- 
eeedings  against  him  for  the  misappropriation  of  part  of  the  funds  were  pend- 
ing, and  administration  to  represscnt  K.  in  those  proceedings  was  granted 
{Day  v.  Thompson,  -f  *SV.  <t-  TV.  IfiO;  also  GranCs  Owe,  L.  R  U'  P.  Div.)  4S5), 

A  party  not  heard  from  for  more  than  seven  years,  was,  if  deceased,  entitled 
to  a  siiare  of  a  residuary  estate,  whicli  had  been  paid  into  the  court  of  chancery. 
He  hud  no  other  pro{)erty  in  England. — HeUiy  that  general  administration 
would  not  be  granted,  but  one  limited  to  the  proceedings  in  chancery  to  obtain 
such  share  { Turner's  Ovif,  .?  Sw,  A  Tr.  47<>>. 

A  wife  die<l  in  France,  leaving  personal  estate  there,  but  none  in  England; 
and  it  was  alleged  that,  by  the  law  of  France,  her  husband,  from  whom  she  had 
eloped,  could  not  estahliHh  his  claim  to  her  property  there,  without  a  grant 
from  the  EngliMh  court. — IfeM^  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such 
^rant  {Tucker's  Chse,  S  Sw.  Sc  Tr,  585). 

In  a  suit  instituted  in  chancery  to  administer  on  an  estate,  an  amount  was 
found  due  to  the  executors  of  a  surviving  trustee,  and  those  executors  appointed 
three  persons  attorneys  to  collect  and  receive  such  amount. — Hddy  that  while 
they  were  not  creditors  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  general  administration,  they 
had  such  an  interest  as  authorized  the  court  to  appoint  their  nominee  as  limited 
administrator  {FramiyUm's  Chw,  0  Jur.  (N.  S.)  755). 

Pending  a  bill  for  relief  against  several  directors  of  a  corporation,  for  an 
ullege<l  breach  of  trust,  one  of  them  <iiiHl,  leaving,  as  appeared,  a  will,  appoint- 
ing his  widow  executrix  ;  but  she  had  not  seen  the  will,  and  did  not  know  its 
c<mtents,  nor  had  his  solicitors  of  record  l>een  instnicted  since  his  death.— 
Heldf  that  the  cx)urt  would,  on  the  plaintifl^s  application,  ap{K)int  a  person, 
consenting  to  act,  to  represent  such  defendant  in  the  suit,  unless  the  solicitors 
or  widow  should  appear,  after  notice,  and  elect  to  represent  the  decedent's 
interest  {Joint  Stock  (h.  v.  Brown,  L.  R.  {8  Eq.)  376). 

After  a  diH-ree  for  an  acoomit  had  been  rendered  against  two  tnistees,  one  of 
them  died  intestate,  ami,  a**  wjis  alleged,  insolvent — Held,  that  no  limiteil 
administration  need   Ik?  taken  o!it  on  such  estate  (Moore  v.  J/(mtw,  L.  B.  (•? 

X  tenant  for  life  died  after  obtaining  a  decree  for  arrears  of  income  due  to 
hitii.  He  left  a  will,  but  his  executor  die<l  without  having  proved  it. — Held, 
that  the  <^)urt  could,  on  tJie  application  of  one  of  the  defendants,  revive  the 
suit  as  ji^aiust  the  other  defendants,  without  any  representative  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  but  without  prejudice  to  any  subse<pient  intervention  by  such  repre- 
sentiitive  {llmjwnrd  v.  Pile,  L.  R.  (7  Ch.)  034). 

There  (*an  be  no  general  account  or  administration  of  an  estate,  on  the 
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ipplication  of  a  limited  administration  [Croft  v.  Waierton,  13  Sim.  653)  ;  nor 
.tin  siicH  administrator  represent  any  otlier  interest  of  the  estate  in  the  litiga- 
tion   (Mccrn  V.  Choat,  8  Sim.  508;   Hodgens  v.  Hodgms,  Ir.  L.  R.  (10  Eq.)  4; 

rcte  V.  Cork,  2  Y.  &  C,  ISO  ;  EUice  v.  Goodson,  2  Coll.  4;  Clough  v.  Dixon,  10 

Sim..  5G4). 

On  the  hearing  of  a  petition  relating  to  the  disposition  of  a  trust  fund,  it 
appeared  that  A.,  had  an  interest  in  it  wliich  might  be  asserted.  A.  died  in 
the  United  States,  having  appointed  as  his  executor  B.,  who  proved  the  will 
I  here,  but  not  in  England.  Counsel  appeared  for  B.  at  tiie  hearing. — Held^ 
I  hat  the  court  had  power  to  appoint  such  counsel  to  represent  B.'8  interest 
HnBistan  v.  Todhunter,  15  E.  L.  &  Eq.  356). 

^be  death  of  a  married  woman  had  been  caused  by  negligence,  and  her 
husband,  a  mariner,  was  abroad  and  not  expected  to  return  within  the  time 
hmited  for  bringing  an  action  to  recover  damages,  whereupon  letters  limited 
to  bringing  such  action  were  granted  to  decedent^s  mother  {  WiUiamfC^  Case, 
•-'■'  ^'  J.  R  40;  see  Illinois  CeiU.  R.  R.  v.  Cragin,  71  HI.  177;  Jeff.  R,  R.  v. 
•'^^oy^,  £6  Ind.  477). 

The  grant  can  only  be  made  where  the  litigation  is  pending  [Oordon^s  Case, 
It.  L.  H,  {^1  Eq.  179) ;  and  not  for  an  amount  exceeding  the  applicant's  claim 
^^ing's  Com,  8  Ir.  Jar.  (S.  S.)  89). 

^^  Tennessee,  the  county  courts  may  grant  administration  limited  to  a  sin- 
tfl^  act,  snch  as  the  revival  and  prosecution  of  a  judgment  recovered  by  the 
'decedent  [McNaiiy  v.  BeU,  6  Yerg.  303). 

A  native  of  Texas,  having  no  other  property  in  Tennessee,  instituted  a  suit 
mere  against  his  brother  and  others,  and  pending  such  suit  died. — Held,  that 
the  court  had  authority  to  appoint  a  third  person  to  carry  on  the  suit  against 
'he  wishe*  of  such  brother,  and  that  such  appointment  did  not,  in  a  proper 
^^  prevent  the  granting  of  general  administration  {Jordan  v.  PUk,  1  Sneed 
'*^,'  al8o  Vaughan'8  Case,  Ir.  L.  R.  {10  Eq.)  1 ;  Robinson  v.  Bell,  IDeCA  Sin. 
*'^'  See,  also,  Alexander  v.  Barfidd,  6  Tex,  400 ;  Yarhorough  v.  Harris,  3 
^"iO;  Smiley  v.  Bell,  Mart.  &  Yerg.  378;  Code  of  Ala,  i  2625;  RusseU  v. 
^^^phUu,  e7  Ark,  339  ;  Ewing  v.  Moses,  50  Oa.  264;  Slli»  v.  Deane,  Beat.  15  ; 
•*»w»*r«  V.  Dunman,  L,  R.  {11  P.  Biv.)  825). ^Ui^. 


I 
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William  J.  Poulson  et  al.,  appellantSy 

V, 

The  National  Bank  op  Frenchtown  et  al.,  respondentB. 

1.  After  the  removal  of  administrators  and  the  appointment  of  another 
their  stead,  a  creditor  of  the  estate  may  file  exceptions  to  their  account 
well  as  the  new  administrator. 

2.  The  orphans  court  has  power  to  determine  whether  exceptants  are 
itorsy  and,  as  such,  interested  in  the  settlement  of  the  estate. 


Appeal  from  order  of  Hunterdon  orphans  court 

Mr,  J.  G.  Shipmariy  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Bullock,  Mr.  J.  T.  Bird,  Mr.  J.  N.  Voorheea  91 
Mr.  \V.  M.  Davis,  for  respondents. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  appellants  are  administrators  of  S;imuel  B.  Hudnit,  ^ 
ceased.  They  were,  by  the  order  of  the  orphans  court  of  HI  "■ 
terdon  county,  removed  from  office,  and  Edward  P.  ConkXi 
appointed  in  their  stead.  They  filed  their  account,  and  ^ 
respondents,  as  creditors  of  the  intestate,  filed  exceptions  tcp 
Mr.  Conkling  filed  none.  The  counsel  of  the  appellants  ma^ 
the  court  to  strike  out  the  exceptions,  on  the  ground  that  tl^ 
were  filed  by  pereons  who  did  not  appear  to  have  any  right 
except.  He  insisted  that  the  new  administrator  alone  had  tbM 
right,  and,  besides,  if  creditors  had  a  right  to  except,  that  it  cM 
not  appear  that  the  exceptants  were,  in  fact,  creditors. 

The  question  presented  is,  whether  the  creditors  of,  or  oth 
persons  interested  in  an  estate  may  file  exceptions  to  the  acoou^ 
of  a  removed  or  discharged  executor  or  administrator ;  or  wheth^ 
the  privilege  of  exception  is  confined  to  the  newly-appointed  aC^ 
ministrator.  The  one  hundred  and  twenty-ninth  section  of  tt 
orphans  court  act  provides  that  the  new  administrator  shall  haw 
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and  authority  to  demand,  receive  and  recover  the  prop- 
erty and  assets  of  the  estate,  and  to  maintain  all  proper  actions^ 
at  law  or  in  equity,  for  the  recovery  thereof,  and  shall  be  author 
ized  to  do  all  acts  necessary  for  the  administration  and  settlement 
of  the  estate.     The  next  section  provides  that  the  discharged  or 
removed  executor  or  administrator  shall  forthwith  deliver  over 
to  the  new  one,  his  successor,  all  the  property  and  assists  which 
he  may  hold,  and  shall,  at  the  next  term  of  the  court,  state  and 
settle  his  account,  and  pay  the  balance  shown  to  be  due  to  his 
successor,  according  to  the  order  of  the  court ;  and  that,  on  his 
failure  to  do  so,  the  court  may  enforce  the  performance  of  the 
order  by  fine,  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  to  be  collected  by  exe- 
cution against  the  goods,  chattels  and  lands  of  the  delinquent,  or 
the  payment  of  the  fine  may  be  enforced  by  attachment  for  con- 
tempt    The  next  section  provides  that  the  new  administrator 
^^y  have  actions  of  trover,  detinue  or  in  case  for  such  goods  and 
c'^attels  as  shall  have  come  to  the  possession  of  the  discharged  or 
^nQoved  executor  or  administrator,  and  for  any  breach  of  trust, 
^*^te,  embezzlement  or  misappropriation  thereof,  and  may  pro- 
^^^^,  by  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity,  for  the  recovery  of  the 
^s^ts,  either  against  the  discharged  or  removed  executor  or  ad- 
'^^inistrator,  or  any  other  pei-son  into  whose  i)ossession  the  assets 
'^ay  have  come  or  shall  be. 

The  right  of  any  person  interested  in  the  estate  to  except  to 
^^^^  account  of  an  executor  or  administrator  is  recognized  by 
^he  one  hundred  and  fifth  section  of  the  act.  The  question  is, 
^hetlier  such  right  is  taken  away  by  the  other  provisions  above 
^^ated,  for  the  obtaining  or  recovery  of  the  estate  from  a  dis- 
charged or  removed  executor  or  administrator.  The  right  of  a 
®^«<wt  que  trust  to  except  or  object  to  the  account  of  his  trustee  is 
^  very  obvious  one,  and  one  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived, 
^he  right  to  an  account  necessarily  and  manifestly  implies  the 
^ght  of  objection  to  the  account.  The  undoubted  right  of 
those  who  are  interested  in  an  estate  to  object  to  the  account 
^f  the  persons  by  whom  it  is  administered  cannot  be  taken  away 
trom  them,  and  the  legislature  has  not  attempted  to  do  so. 
Instead  of  attempting  to  deprive  them  of  existing  rights,  it  has 
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sought  to  give  them  new  and  additional  protection  ;  and  though 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  new  administrator  to  object  to  the  account 
of  the  discljarged  or  removed  executor  or  administrator^  and  he 
is  the  representative  of  those  interested  in  the  estate,  for  that  pur- 
)K)se  as  well  as  others,  the  fact  that  it  is  his  duty  does  not  deprive 
them  of  their  right  to  except  also.  He  may  have  but  little  or 
no  knowledge  of  the  estate,  and  therefore  may  not  be  able  to 
make  tlie  objections  that  should  be  made.  He  may  not  be  able 
to  make  any  where  many  ouglit  to  be  made.  And  if  he  were  to 
make  objections  under  information  from  those  whom  he  repre- 
sents, he  might  not  be  able  to  litigate  them,  while  they  could. 
The  fact  that  a  new  trustee  has  been  appointed  in  the  place  of 
one  removed,  could  not  take  away  the  right  of  the  cestui  que  tnm 
to  object  to  the  account  of  the  latter.  The  argument  ab  inconve- 
nieniiy  urged  in  the  present  case,  has  no  foundation.  It  would 
apply  equally  to  the  right  to  except  to  any  account  of  a  trust  in 
favor  of  a  number  of  cestuia  que  b^ust  or  to  the  right  to  except  tc 
the  account  of  any  executor  or  administrator,  guardian  or  trustee 
where  the  persons  interested  and  wiio  have  a  right  to  objecl 
xire  many.  Practically,  however  numerous  the  exceptions,  the 
litigation  is  within  the  control  of  the  court,  and  it  will  so 
<'onduct  it  as  to  prevent  it  from  l)eing  oppressive  or  vexatious. 
In  the  case  of  the  account  of  a  discharged  or  removed  executor 
A^v  administrator,  guardian  or  trustee,  all  the  persons  interested 
in  the  estate,  including  the  new  appointee,  have  the  right 
to  exce])t.  The  case  of  McDonald  v.  Cf  Connelly  10  Vr.  318, 
is  not  in  contrariety  to  this  conclusion.  It  was  there  held 
that  on  the  removal,  by  the  orphans  court,  of  an  executor  or 
administrator  who  has  wasted  the  estate,  tiie  right  of  redress  for 
the  devasidvit  passes  to  his  successor  in  office,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
ercised by  creditors.  The  object  of  exception  to  the  account 
merely  is  to  ascertain  what  is  due  from  the  accounting  executor 
or  administrator,  and  what  he  should  be  required  to  pay  or  de- 
liver over;  and  when  that  has  been  ascertainal  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  new  administrator  to  receive  or  recover  it.  The  right  to 
except  to  the  account  does  not  necessarily  involve  the  right  to  re- 
ceive or  recover  the  amount  which  may  be  adjudged  to  be  due. 
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The  objection  that  the  respondents  did  not  appear  to  be  cred- 
itors, and  therefore  did  not  appear  to  be  interested  in  the  estate, 
cannot  be  maintained.  It  was  without  the  power  of  the  court  to 
determine  whether  the  exceptants  were  to  be  regarded  as  being 
Interested  in  the  estate  as  creditors,  or  not.  An  administrator  or 
executor  may  be  removed  before  any  claim  against  the  estate  has 
l>^en  proved,  and  it  is  competent  for  the  court  to  determine,  in 
such  case,  whether  one  who  excepts  to  his  account,  as  a  creditor 
of*  the  estate,  is  interested  in  the  estate,  as  such,  or  not,  as  it  may 
whether  one  who  excepts  in  any  other  right  has  such  right  or 
not. 

The  order  of  the  orjihans  court  will  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Eliza  Mallett  et  al.,  appellants, 

V. 

Isaac  Bamber,  respondent. 

Although  the  allowance  of  the  costs,  expenses  and  counsel  fees  of  the  cayea- 
^1%  against  the  prohate  of  a  will  is,  by  statute,  discretionary  with  the  court, 
^^  when  there  exist  no  reasonable  grounds  for  contesting  such  probate,  or  the 
^^^Sation  is  needlessly  protracted  and  expensive,  such  allowance  should  be 

Appeal  from  decree  of  Passaic  orphans  court. 
3fr.  C  L,  Chrbin,  for  appellants. 
Jktr.  8.  TuUky  for  respondent. 

1*HE  Obdinary. 

iThe  orphans  court  of  Passaic  county,  by  its  decree,  after  liti- 

^^tion  before  it,  admitted  to  probate  a  paper  purporting  to  be 

^*X^  will  of  Mary  Hampson^  deceased ;  and,  adjudging  that  the 

^^veators  had  reasonable  cause  for  opposing  the  will,  directed 


254  PREROGATIVE  CX)URT.  [33 


Mallett  r.  Bamber. 


that  the  costs  and  ex|)en8e3  of  the  litigation,  and  a  oounael-fe 
$200  to  the  counsel  of  each  side,  be  paid  out  of  the  ee 
From  so  much  of  the  decree  as  awards  costs,  expenses  and  o 
sel-fees  to  the  caveators,  the  proponents  appealed  to  this  o 
The  printed  book  of  the  evidence  contains  over  three  huiK 
pages.  The  testimony  was  taken  by  question  and  answer, 
questions  are  more  than  twenty-six  hundred  in  number, 
great  part  of  the  testimony  is  utterly  irrelevant.  The  cave 
were  Isaac  Bamber,  a  brother,  and  William  L.  Bamb< 
nephew  of  the  testatrix.  She  was  a  widow,  and  had  no 
<lreu.  By  her  will,  she  gave  to  her  brother  Peter,  in  Engl 
$2  a  week  for  life ;  to  two  of  her  nieces,  daughters  of  her  s 
Eliza  Mallett,  $150  each  ;  to  Edward  A.  Absom,  an  adoptee 
of  Mrs.  Mallet,  $100,  to  be  paid  to  him  when  of  age;  tc 
niece,  Elizal>eth  Bridge,  $300;  to  her  niece,  Leah  Bridge,  i 
of  Elizabeth,  $200,  and  directed  that  a  note  of  $160,  giv< 
her  by  James  and  Catharine  Bridge  (the  latter  was  her  si 
be  given  up  to  them  at  her  decease.  To  tiie  Ladies'  Prote 
Hospital  of  Paterson  she  gave  $100,  if  such  hospital  sh 
exist  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and  to  the  Ladies'  Prote 
Orphan  Asylum  of  Paterson,  $100,  and  gave  all  the  rest  ol 
estate  to  Mrs.  Mallett.  The  will  Wiis  contested  on  the  gr 
of  incapacity  and  undue  influence,  the  influence  being  im{ 
to  Mrs.  Mallett.  The  court  very  justly  adjudged  that  nc 
ground  of  objection  was  maintained.  The  award  of  cos 
caveators  in  such  cases  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  court 
it  is  a  discretion  which  should  be  carelully  exercised ;  and  v 
on  the  one  hand,  due  examination  and  scrutiny  into  the  cin 
stances  of  the  making  of  a  will  are  not  to  be  discouraged, 
tests  not  undertaken  in  good  faith,  or,  if  entered  upon  bona 
conducted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  occasion  needless  exi)ens( 
in  no  wise  to  be  encouraged.  The  estate,  in  this  instance,  i 
large ;  but  whether  the  estate  be  large  or  small,  the  princ 
and  the  rule  are  the  same.  A  very  careful  examination 
consideration  of  the  testimony  leads  me  to  the  conclusion 
there  was  no  reasonable  ground  for  the  belief  on  the  part  ol 
caveators  that  the  testatrix  was  incompetent  to  make  a  wi! 
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that  it  was  the  result  of  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  Mrs. 
Mallett.     They  knew  that  the  testatrix  was  not  well  disposed 
towards  them,  on  account  of  her  resentment  of  their  treatment 
of  her,  and  they  had  no  reason,  under  the  circumstances,  to  ex- 
pect that  she  would  give  them  any  part  of  her  estate,  by  any 
testamentary  disposition  she  might  make.     It   is  proved    that 
Isaac  Bamber,  in  the  winter  previous  to  the  spring  in  which  the 
will  was  made,  urged  Mrs.  Mallett  to  get  the  testatrix  to  make  a 
will,  giving  him  the  same  amount  which  she  would  give  to  Mrs. 
Mallett,  and  threatened  to  make  trouble  by  contesting  the  will, 
on  the  ground    of   undue   influence,    if  she   did    not   do   so. 
He  had  grievously  affronted  the  testatrix.     She  had  gone  to 
his  house  to  pay  a  short  visit,  and  she  did  not  find  the  family 
at  home.     She  stayed  over  Sunday,  however,  and  while  there 
entered  into   familiar  conversation  with    their  servant,  garru- 
lously giving  to  her  an  account  of  her  own  life,  which  had  been 
humble  and  laborious,  and  making  also  some  unplea^ut  but 
true  statements  of  like  character  in   reijard  to  Isaac  and  his 
fenaily.     He  was  very  much  offended  with  this,  and  scolded  her 
^verely  for  it.     William  L.  Bamber  also  had  offended  her.    He 
^ad,  as  she  said,  called  her  "  an  old  hag.''     He  denies  it,  saying 
^^*at  what  he  said  was  that,  on  a  certain  occasion,  she  acted  like 
^  crazy  old  hag.     He  says  he  did  not  say  so  to  her,  but  to  Isaac, 
^lo  told  her  of  it.     Between  her  and  Mrs.  Mallett  there  were 
^^ly  close  sisterly  relations.     She  confided  in  the  latter  fully, 
^Od  there  is  no  evidence  that,  in  any  instance,  her  confidence  was 
^t^used,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  Mrs.  Mallett  appears  to  have 
^"^n  careful  for  her  welfare,  both  as  to  her  personal  comfort  and 
*^^r  pecuniary  affairs.     That  the  confidence  which  the  testatrix 
^'^posed  in  Mrs.  Mallett  was  carried  to  an  unbusiness-like  extent, 
"^"Ven  to  leaving  in  the  possession  of  the  latter,  for  safe  keeping  with 
*^^r  other  papers,  the  evidence  of  indebtedness  of  Mrs.  Mallett 
^^  her,  was  not  evidence  of  want  of  testamentary  capacity  or  of 
^ndue  influence,  but  simply  of  trust  in  her  integrity  and  fidelity. 
^t  appears  from  his  own  testimony,  that  Isuac  Bamber  did  not 
"^^ntemplate  opposing  the  will,  and  was  disinclined  to  do  so  (he 
'^ys  because  he  did  not  think  it  worth  the  trouble),  but  was 
«^,,  „„»d^,  „.,  ,,e™„,  .„  ,ho  „^„c,  .f  „.„e„.  join., 
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in  the  caveat.  The  litigation  was  not  warranted,  and  if  it  h; 
been,  the  extent  to  which  it  was  carried,  in  the  amount  of  utter 
irrelevant  testimony  with  which  the  record  abounds,  would,  < 
itself,  be  sufficient  ground  for  denying  the  caveators  payment  < 
their  costs  and  counsel-fees  out  of  the  estate.  Wintei^mute's  Wi 
12  C.  E.  Gr.  447;  S.  C.  on  appeal,  1  Stew.  Eq.  437 ;  Perrint 
Applegaie,  1  McCarL  531 ;  Collins  v.  Townley^  6  C  E.  Gr.  36 
The  part  of  the  decree  ap|)ealed  from  will  be  reversed,  b 
without  costs. 


Michael  McGill  et  al.,  administrators,  appellants, 

r. 
Mary  J.  O'Connell,  respondent. 

A  guardian  was  held  liable  for  the  amount  of  a  promissory  note  giveiv 
him  to  his  ward's  mother,  and  after  her  death  taken  into  his  own  cas4 
ostensibly  for  safe  keeping,  such  note  being  found  after  his  death  among- 
eflects,  with  his  signature  torn  of!|  and  also  for  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  cec: 
furniture,  which  also  belonged  to  the  ward's  mother,  and  was  sold  at  auction 
him  ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  defence  that  no  administration  of  the  motS 
estate  was  ever  taken  out ;  both  the  note  and  the  furniture  having  been  td 
by  the  guardian,  as  such,  into  his  possession. 


On  appeal  from  decree  of  Passaic  orphans  court  allowing 
ceptions  to,  and  surcharging  the  final  account  of,  Felix  McKei 
deceased,  as  guardian  of  Mary  J.  O'Conneil. 

Mr.  Wai*ne  Smyth,  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Griggs,  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary. 

Felix  McKenna,  now  deceased,  was,  in  1874,  ap[>oiua 
guardian  of  Mary  J.  O'Conneil,  then  and  still  a  minor.  9 
died  intestate,  and  his  administrators  filed  their  account  of  I 
guardianship.  The  infant,  by  her  next  friend,  her  sister,  fil 
exceptions  thereto,  claiming  that  it  should  be  surcharged  wi 
half  of  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  honseha 
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farniture  which  their  mother,  Bridget  O'Connell,  who  lived  and 
died  in  Patersou,  owned  and  had  in  possession  at  her  death,  and 
wliicli  was  taken  by  Mr.  McKenna  into  his  possession  and  sold,  and 
half  of  the  amount,  with  interest,  of  a  promissory  note  for  §600 
made  by  McKenna,  dated  June  1st,  1870,  and  payable  one  year 
after  date,  to  the  order  of  Bridget  O'Connell,  without  defalcation 
or  discount,  with  interest  at  seven  j>er  cent.  The  note  was  given 
t>y  him  to  their  mother,  and  held  by  her  np  to  within  a  short 
^itne  before  her  death,  when  she  handed  it  to  her  daughter 
-^nnie,  bidding  her  take  care  of  it.  The  guardian  requested 
-A^unie,  a  few  days  after  her  mother's  death,  to  give  it  to  him, 
^^ying  that  he  thought  he  could  take  better  cure  of  it  than  slie 
^^uld,  and  tliat  he  would  put  it  in  his  safe.  It  was  then  unmu- 
^**ate(l  and  entire.  It  was  found,  after  his  death,  in  his  safe, 
^^itli  iiis  signature  torn  off.  The  orphans  court  allowed  both 
^^ceptions  (though  as  to  the  amount,  not  to  the  extent  dainietl), 
'^^U  surcharged  the  account  accordingly.  The  cause  is  submitted 
*^*^  the  briefs  of  counsel. 

3fo  objection  was  made,  either  below  or  here,  to  the  compe- 

^^•uy  of  the   testimony  adduced.     The    princi|)al  witness    was 

"^Uiiie.     She  was  a  competent  witness  for  the  exceptant.     It  ap- 

I^^uns,  from  her  testimony,  that  lier  mother,  wlio  was  a  widow, 

*^*e<l  in  1874,  intestate,  and  that  no  administration  of  her  estate 

^Vas  ever  granted.     The  guardian  took  into  his  possession,  as 

SUardian,  as  she  says,  the  household   iiirnitiire  of  her  mother, 

^*^d,  as  not  only  ap[)ears  by  her  testimony,  but  by  that  of  the 

*^UiHioneer  whom  he  employed  to  sell   it,  sold    it,  and  realized 

*^ora  the  sale  $142.50,  as  net  proceeds,  which  were  paid  to  him 

"^y  the  auctioneer.    Tiie  note  was  given  bv  Annie  to  the  y-uardian 

Under  the  circumstances  before  stated.     The  presumption,  from 

^•'^^  fact  that  it  was  found  in  his  possession  at  his  death,  with  his 

^*?<iiature  torn  off,  is  that  the  signature  was  torn  otf  by  him,  and, 

^*uler  the  circumstances,  such  tearing  off  of  the  signature  is  an 

^*»niission  of  the  genuineness  of  the  note  and  his  liability  to  pay 

^^-   The  case,  on  this  point,  is  within  the  principles  of  the  maxim, 

^^^^lia  prxesumuntur  contra  spoUatorem,    McKenna,  therefore,  was 

chargeable  with  the  amount  of  the  note  and  interest. 

17 
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But  it  is  urged  (and  tliis  is  the  principal  point  discussed  in 
briefs  of  counsel),  that  the  title  to  the  note  and  furniture 
never  in  the  wards,  but,  on  the  death  of  their  mother,  was 
abeyance,  awaiting  the  appointment  of  a  lawful  representatf 
or  successor — an  administrator.  In  the  first  place,  the  guardi 
took  the  furniture  into  his  possession  as  guardian  (such  is  t 
evidence),  and  sold  it  as  the  property  of  his  wards ;  and  he 
the  note  out  of  the  i)ossession  of  one  of  his  wards,  to  whom 
mother  delivered  it  with  an  injunction  to  take  care  of  it. 
law,  the  lawful  successor  of  a  decedent  holds  the  title  to 
chatties,  in  trust,  first,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  t\ 
for  his  legatees,  if  disposed  of  by  will,  or,  if  not,  for  those 
titled  thereto  under  the  statute  of  distributions.  Smithes  Law 
Heal  and  Peru,  Prop,  8^3,  In  the  cjise  in  hand,  the  childi 
were  the  equitable  owners  of  the  chattels  in  question,  subjeoU 
the  claims  of  creditoi-s,  if  any  ;  and  it  does  not  ap()ear  that  tla 
were  any  creditors.  Their  guardian  having  taken  into  his  p 
session,  as  their  property,  the  chattels  to  which  they  had  & 
equitable  title,  could  not  shield  himself  from  accounting  to  tlm 
therefore,  on  the  mere  ground  that  they  had  no  legal  title,  "l::»»"«t, 
under  the  circumstances,  would  have  been  estopped,  for  the  r^^m.  ost 
obvious  reasons  of  justice,  from  denying  their  title. 

The  decree  of  the  orphans  court  in  reference  to  the  proc^^^^^ds 
of  the  sale  of  the  furniture  is  correct,  but  as  to  the  note,  is  far 
too  little;  but  it  has  not  been  appealed  from  by  the  except-^s"^^; 
and  it  will  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


John  B.  Ellison  et  al.,  appellants, 

V. 

Iren^us  H.  Lindsley,  assignee  &c.,  respondent 

1.  The  time  limite<1  for  creditors  to  file  their  claims  with  an  asiegnee^  tv  ^^'' 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  expired  on  the  8th  day  of  JwoM^^^^' 
On  that  day,  the  appellant,  a  creditor  residing  in  Philadelphia,  disoor"^'***     m\r^ 
that  fact,  although,  by  misreading  his  own  entry,  he  had  previously  sapf^'^^     t** 


iTEW.]  OCTOBER  TERM,  1880.  269 

Ellison  V.  Lindslev. 

18th  of  January  was  the  la«it  day.     He  thereupon  forwanled  his  claim  to 
assignee,  at  Newark,  by  mail,  which  ought  to  have  been  deliyered  at  five 

i^k  in  the  afternoon,  but  was  not,  in  fact,  delivered  until  the  next  day. 

E<f,  that  such  claim  was  neither  *'  presented  '*  nor  "  exhibited"  to  the  assignee, 

liin  the  terms  of  the  statute,  within  the  time  limited. 

L  The  orphans  court  has  no  power  to  relieve  such  creditor  on  the  ground 
Z  his  omission  to  file  his  claim  in  due  time  arose  from  his  mistake,  and  not 
31  mere  negligence. 

Appeal  from  decree  of  Essex  orphans  court.  On  state  of  the 
e  and  briefs  of  counsel. 

Mr.  F.  S.  Msh,  for  appellants. 

ifr,  J,  E.  Howdlj  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  time  within  which  the  claims  of  creditors  of  Herbert  G. 
K)le,  a  debtor  who  had  assigned  his  property  under  our  assign- 


soTE. — A  notice  of  amercement  must  be  served  personally  on  a  sheriff,  and 
sent  by  mail  (Anon.y  IHal.  169).  Proof  of  putting  into  the  post  office  a 
€;r  containing  a  notice,  is  not  sufficient  proof  of  service  {Anon.^  6  Hal..  04; 
djson  V.  Il^niy,  1  Caincs  66  ;  Ilickeys  Case,  I.  JB.  {10  Eq.)  117  ;  see  Futcfier 
Tlinder,  1  F.  <fc  F.  357),  Where  a  plea  was  sent  by  mail  in  time,  a  judgment 
default  for  want  of  its  having  bevn  received,  was  opened  {Ludlow  v.  Hey- 
%2  Cainea  3^6;  Cole  ads.  Stafford,  CoU  <fe  Cainea  Cos,  110;  Stafford  v.  Cole, 
okm.  Caa,  413) ;  so,  where  the  plea  was  received  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
L»,  on  inspection,  refused  to  take  it  from  the  post-office  {Clark  v.  McFarland, 
Wend.  635).  Notice  of  trial  may  be  served  by  post,  unless  its  receipt  be 
lied  {McCowrry  v.  Saydam,  5  Hal.  S45) ;  and  notice  to  substitute  another 
icitor  [Draper  v.  Holland,  3  Edw.  Ch.  272) ;  and  notice  to  give  security  for 
t«  {Abbot  V.  Ledden,  Bert.  {N.  B.)  33),  Willful  refusal  to  take  from  the 
*t-office  a  letter  containing  process  is  not  service  thereof  {Redpath  v.  Williamsj 
Bing.  443.  Contra,  Aldred  v.  Hicks,  3  Taunt.  186).  Delivery  of  process 
lied  up  in  a  letter,  in  the  absence  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  is 
^y  service  from  the  time  when  such  letter  is  opened  {Arrowamith  v.  Engle,  3 
■^*nL234).  Service  of  notice  to  quit,  sent  by  mail  by  a  landlord  to  his  tenant, 
invalid  {Papillon  v.  Brunton,  5H.&  N.  518;  see  May  v.  Rice,  108  Mass.  150). 
Q^ury — Whether  depositions  taken  under  a  foreign  commission  may  be  re- 
fTied  by  mail  (Simms  v.  Hemderaon,  11  Q.  B.  1014). 

*  he  officer  is  not  bound  to  take  from  the  post-office  a  letter  containing  pro- 
*i  on  which  the  postage  is  unpaid.     {Hart  v.  WeaiherUy,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  171 ; 
*0».,  1  mi  217  ;  BroM  v.  NichoUon,  1  How.  Pr.  158). 
•Miat  a  capiori  in  another  suit  and  a  notice  of  amercement  were  mailed  to* 
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nient  act,  were,  by  law,  to  be  put  in  to  entitle  the  holders  t 
dividend,  expired  on  the  8th  of  January.  The  appellants  w 
creditors,  and  intended  to  file  their  claim  Avithin  the  limi 
period,  but  being  under  a  mistake,  up  to  the  8th,  as  to  the  ti 
when  it  ended  (they  supposed  it  expired  on  the  18th  instead 
the  8th),  they  delayed  filing  it  until  the  8th,  on  which  day  tl 
discovered  their  mistake.  On  that  day  they  mailed  their  clai 
at  Philadelphia,  to  the  assignee,  at  Newark,  in  time  to  reach  ' 
latter  place  so  as  to  be  delivered  by  the  letter-carrier  to  the 
signee  at  about  five  P.  M.  of  tliat  day.  It  was  not,  in  fact,  < 
livered  to  him  until  the  next  day.  It  does  not  appear  thai 
reached  Newark  before  the  9th.  On  exception  to  it  by  the  j 
signee,  the  orphans  court  rejected  it  as  not  filed  in  time,  a 
hence  tliis  appeal.  The  only  question  presented  for  decision 
whether  such  posting  of  the  claim  was  -a  "  presenting  "  (the  te 
used  in  the  third  section  of  the  act)  or  "  exhibiting  "  (the  te 
employed  in  the  twentieth  section)  of  the  claim  within  the  limi 


getlier,  in  one  envelope,  to  a  sheriff,  more  than  ten  days  l)efore  the  begini 
of  the  term,  and  the  capias  duly  served  and  returned,  is  not  sufficient  j>i 
that  the  sheriff  receive<l  tlie  notice  more  than  ten  days  l)efore  the  beorinnini 
the  term  {Melvin  v.  Purdy,  2  Harr.  16 J) ;  although  sufficient  as  to  their  rec* 
{Smith  V.  Campbell,  6  JJowi  P.  C.  7JS). 

Notice  of  an  allotment  of  shares  sent  bv  mail  to  a  stockholder,  and  ik 
received,  is  good.  (TfrrrnVs  Case,  L.  R.  (7  Ch,)  5S7 ;  TottmseiKTs  Cage,  X. 
{13  Eq.)  W;  Watta^s  Casf,  L.  H.  (ir>  Eq.)  IS;  but  see  Rcidpath's  Case,  L. 
{11  Eq.)  SO;  British  Co.  v.  Chlson,  L.  R.  (0  Exrh.)  lOS), 

Whether  the  person  to  whom  a  letter  is  directed,  after  satisfactory  proof 
mailing  it,  ever  received  it,  is  a  question  for  the  jury  {Starr  v.  Torrcy,  ^  ^ 
100;  President  v.  Hart,  3  Day  ^fU ;  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Crafts,  4  Allen  4^ 
Tanner  v.  Hmjhes,  .5,?  Pa.  St.  iJSfi ;    Warren  v.  Warren,  1  C.  M.  <€*  R.  250). 

As  to  the  presumption  from  the  senders,  usual  course  of  business,  see  Hr 
liwjton  V.  Kemp,  4  Camp.  lO.i ;  Skilbeek  v.  Garbett,  7  Q.  B.  S4f; ;  Ward  v.  Lor 
csborouf/h,  n  C.  B.  X)J  ;  Spencer  v.  Thompson,  0  Jr.  C.  L.  oS7. 

"Whether  the  prjstmnster  could  be  held  responsible,  see  Whitfield  v.  Iksp^ 
cer,  Coirp.  7o4;  Jfordem  v.  Dalton,  1  C.  <{'  P.  ISl ;  Ford  v.  Parker,  4  Ohio 
o7(j;  Sairyer  v.  Corse,  17  Gratt.  SSO ;  Fitzyerald  v.  Bun-ill,  10(1  Maxs.  ^« 
Keemn  v.  SoiUhwortJi,  110  Mass.  474,  <ind  cases  cit<'d;  Foster  v.  Mttts,  55  M 
77 ;  Conwell  v.  Voorhees,  13  Ohio  523;  Hutchins  v.  Brackett,  22  y.  H.  5.- 
3  Thomp.  on  Neg.  819,  SOS. 

Notice  sent  by  mail  to  South  Carolina,  durine:  the  rebellion,  was  held  inva 
{Harden  v.  Boyee,  59  Barb.  4^5  ;  Todd  v.  Neal,  4^  Ala.  k'06  ;  Doneffon  v.  Wood,  - 
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l:>eriod,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.     It  certainly  cannot  be 

held,  to  be  so.     If  mailing  the  claim  in  time  to  reach  the  assignee 

*^y  due  course  of  mail,  if  no  delay  should  occur,  were  to  be  held 

^^  be  equivalent  to  presenting  or  exhibiting  the  claim,  though  it 

should  not  reach  the  assignee,  it  would,  of  course,  be  so  on  any 

*>tli^r  (lay  than  the  last  day  of  the  limited  j)eriod  as  well  as  on  that 

^'^y.    The  statute  imposes  on  the  assignee  the  duty  of  filing  a 

^^*Uc  list  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  as  shall  claim  to  be 

^^iob,aiid  requires  that  he  do  so  at  the  expiration  of  three  months 

^»*oiu  the  date  of  the  assignment.     Rev.  S7  §  5.     And  to  that  end 

tile  creditors  are  to  present  their  claims  under  oath  or  aflSrma- 

^^<">ii.    /?er.  37  %  3.     ]f  they  fail  so  to  exhibit  their  claims  within 

^**^  time  limited  by  the  act,  their  claims  will  be  barred  of  a  divi- 

^^nd  unless  the  estate  shall  prove  sufficient,  after  the  debts  ex- 

*^ii>ite<l  and  allowed  are  fully  satisfied,  or  they  shall  find  some 

^ther  estate  not  accounted  for  by  the  assignee,  before  distribution, 

^**  ^hich  case  they  shall  be  entitled  to  a  ratable  proportion  there- 


-'-^  ;  MeQuiddy  v.  Ware,  20  Wall.  U  ;  Ilopkirk  v.  Page,  2  Brock.  20  ;  Citizen^ 
-^^nk  V.  Pugh,  19  La.  Ann.  4*3 ;  Shaw  v.  Ne^l,  Id.  156 ;  Lapeyre  v.  Robertson, 
^^  Za.  Ann.  .399). 

Where  a  substituted  service  of  proceas,  Ac,  by  mail,  is  autliorized  by  statute, 
^  strict  compliance  therewith  muj»t  be  shown  [Rogers  v.  Rogers,  3  C.  E.  Or. 
-*-*^  ;  TaU  V.  Tate,  11  C.  E.  Gr.  o6  ;  Gaffney  v.  Bigehw,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  .311,  and 
^"^^ /  1  Ban.  Ch.  Pr.  40.'i ;  Jacobn  v.  Hooker,  1  Barb.  71 ;  Anon.,  2o  Wend.  677; 
^^Uoqite  Bank  v.  Risky,  6  Hill  375  ;  Peopk  v.  Alam^la  Co.,  SO  Cat.  1S2 ; 
^^irnyw.  Palmer,  9  Col.  616;  Sharp  v.  Dangney,  33  Oil.  505;  Wallace  v.  Wal- 
'[^««r.  iJ  Wis.  224;  Ritten  v.  Griffith,  16  Hun  V»4  ;  Foley  v.  Connelly,  9  lotca 
^*^^S  Oark  V.  Adams,  .33  Mich.  150;   Wilson  v.  Basket,  47  Mis^.  6.37). 

Aj  to  mistakes  or  omissions  in  the  name  or  address,  see  Walter  v.  Haynes, 
^P'  &  Moo.  149 ;  Gordon  v.  Strange,  1  Exch.  477  ;  Oothnui  v.  Rhinelander,  10 
"^"^tr.  Pr.  460 ;  Smith  v.  Smith, 4  Greene  {Iowa)  266;  Le^mard  v.  New  York  Bay 
^^•,  1  Stetc.  Eq.  192 ;  Likens  v.  McComiick,  39  Wis.  313  ;  Scorpi^m  Ot.  v.  Mar- 
"•*'♦<>,  10  Xev.  370. 

^wch  service  is  effected,  generally,  only  from  the  time  when  the  notice  is 

^^<>eived  (May  v.  Rice,  lOS  Mass.  150;  Reg.  v.  Leonimster,  2  B.  d-  S.  391;  Reg. 

""'  SlaK^one,  18  Q.  B.  888;  Colvill  v.  Leivis,  2  C.  B.  60;  Reg.  v.  Richmond,  E.  B. 

^  ^.  253;  Slemis  v.  Wheeler,  43  Wis.  91 ;  Schenck  v.  McKie,  4  How.  Pr.  2.^5; 

^*'^hUi  y.  Rogers,  5  How.  Pr.  208  ;  Crittenden  v.  Crittenden,  Id.  310  ;  Morris  v. 

^^*jrnngej  17  Abb.  Pr.  86;  see,  however,  RadcUffv.  Van  Benthuynen,  3  How.  Pr. 

*^;  Van  Horne  Y.  Monigomery.  5  How.  Pr.  2.38 ;  Elliott  v.  Kennedy,  26  How, 

^'422;  Sehuhardt  v.  Both,  10  Abb.  Pr.  203).—^^. 
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from.  Sedion  20.  A  claim  sent  by  mail  may,  of  course,  new- 
reach  the  assignee.  The  creditor  who  has  recourse  to  that  meth 
of  transmitting  iiis  claim  takes  the  risk  of  its  reaching  its  de»=« 
nation  in  due  time.  The  assignee  is  to  know  who  are  the  ore^ 
itors  who  make  claim  as  such  by  their  act  in  presenting  or  exhib^ 
ing  their  claims  within  the  prescribed  period. 

It  is  urged,  in  this  ca^^e,  that  the  failure  to  present  the  claim 
an  earlier  day  was  due  to  a  mere  mistake  on  the  part  of  tlie  app— 
lants,  and  that  that  fact  entitles  tliom  to  a  consideration  which  i\mm 
could  not  claim  if  they  were  guilty  of  negligem^e.     The  allegg 
mistake  was  wholly  their  own.    It  arose  from  misreading  the  ent 
in  their  own  book,  of  the  time  when  the  limitation  would  expS 
The  orpiians  court  Ims  no  power  to  relieve  the  appellants  fr  - 
the  consequences  of  their  mistake.     The  language  of  the  stati 
is  clear,  and  tlie  court  was  not  at  lil)erty  to  extend  it  l)y  coi^tir^ 
tion.     Proprietors  of  Morris  Aqueduct  Cb.  ads.  Jones,  7  VrM^  ^ 
S(e/le  V.  Gonover,  J  Stew,  Eq,  6JfO,     In  this  connection  it  rrm 
be  added,  though   it  has  no  bewaring  on  the  conclusion  reac"!  i 
that  the  a|>pellants  had  time  enough,  after  they  discovered  tul 
mistiike,  to  present  their  claim  to  the  assignee;  their  error 
in  trusting  to  the  mail  rather  than  to  send  a  messenger. 

The  decree  of  the  orphans  court  will  be  afSrraed,  with  C5<^ 


V 


Joseph  S.  Mount,  administrator,  appellanty 

V. 

Georgk  Van  Ness,  respondent. 

An  nnceKtor  bought  certain  lands,  and,  l»y  Ids  deed,  assumedAo  pay  a  »  "<* 
gage  thereon,  and  its  ainoimt  was  allowi-d  to  him  as  ro  much  dithe  purer ''•''^' 
money.  Held^  that  this  was  not  such  i>or8onal  HSnumption  of  the  mortg^'^' 
entitled  the  heir,  to  wliom  tlie  proniises  descended,  to  exoneration  onto*  '" 
personal  estate  for  the  amount  of  the  mortgage. 


k 


Appeal  from  decree  of  Mercer  orphans  court.     On  state  «rf^ 
the  case. 
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JHessra,  A.  G.  Richey  and  G.  D.  W.  Vroom,  for  appellants. 
Jfr.  James  Wilson,  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  question  presented  for  adjudication  is  whether  the  heir  at 

law  is  entitled  to  exoneration  out  of  the  personal  estate  for  the 

amount  of  the  mortgage  on  the  land  descended,  subject  to  which 

the  ancestor  bought  it,  and  which  he  assumed  in  the  deed  to  him 

tc»  pay,  and  the  amount  whereof  was  allowed  to  him  as  so  much 

^f  the  purchase-money.     The  orphans'  court  held  that  it  was  not, 

^*i«l  hence  the  appeal.     I  consider  myself  bound,  in  deciding  tliis 

^^estion,  by  the  decision  in  McLenahan  v.  McLenalwn,  o  C,  E, 

^'*.  101 J  which  was  followed  in  Campbell  v.  OtmpbellyS  Steic,  Eq, 

•^^o.lln  the  former  case  it  was  held  that  if  land  descends,  or  is    \ 

^^vi^,  subject  to  a  mortgage  debt  not  created  by  tiie  decedent,     1 

^**e  heir  or  devisee  takes  the  property  cum  onerv,  and  is  not  enti- 

^^^1  to  have  the  debt  paid  out  of  the  pei'soual  estate,  unless  the 

^^ccdent  has  directly  assumed  the  debt,  intending  to  make  it  a 

*^narge  on  his  personal  estate,  or  shall  have  so  expressly  directed 

"^y  the  will ;  and  that  it  is  not  enough  that  he  has  assumed  to 

P^>'  the  debt,  or  has  rendered   himself  liable  to  l)e  cjilled  on 

^'^ectly  by  tlie  creditor  to  pay  it.^It  is  urged,  however,  that  the 

^*€?cisioii  in  that  case,  so  far  as  i^seems  to  govern  this,  is  a  mere 

^^iter  didum ;  or,  if  not,  is  based  on  a  ditlerent  state  of  facts; 

*^hat  it  does  not  apjjear  there,  as  it  does  here,  that  the  deceilent 

**®iuned  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. /it  did  ap|)ear  that 

^'*^  amount  of  the  mortgage  was  retained  by  him  out  of  the  pnr- 

^•»age-money,  and  therdore  that  his  personal  estate  had  had  the 

"^tiefitof  it;  that  is,  that  his  personal  estate  was  so  much  more 

^^^11  it  would  have  been  had  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money 

^^n  paid. pjt  also  appears,  by  the  report,  that  application  was 

^^<le  on  the  hearing  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill   by  adding  an 

^*^tion  that  the  deced<'nt,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to 

*^^%  verbsdly  promised  his  grantor  to  pay  the  debt.     Such  an 

'^mption  would  have  been  valid,  and  might  have  been  enfor(H*d. 

^'Me9  V.  Beach,  '2  Zab,  680;    Wilson  v.  Kwg,  S  C  E.  Gr.  160. 
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But  the  chancellor  r?ai(l  that  the  proposed  amendment  would  no: 
affect  the  result.  His  mind  was  drawn  to  tlie  ven'  questior 
lx*fore  me,  and  he  was  dealing  with  an  application  (not  denied 
but  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  and  decision  adnntte<l)  to  inTusi 
into  the  case  the  very  ingre<licnt  which  is  said  to  distinguish  i 
from  that  under  c^onsideration.  It  was,  therefore,  necejssary  ti 
the  adjudication  u|>on  the  rights  of  the  parties  Ix'fore  him,  t 
i'onsider  the  case  as  if  it  possessed  that  element.  The  weight  o- 
authority  is  in  acc<)rdanc(»  with  that  decision.  In  order  to  a^ 
exoneration  of  the  lan<l  hy  tlirowing  the  ininlen  on  the  person- 
estate,  it  must  a|»pear  that  the  deccnlent  lias  not  only  made  hiir 
self  answerabh?  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage,  but  has  direct  _ 
and  al)solutely  made  the  debt  his  own,  or  has  in  some  other  w 
manifested  an  intention  to  throw  the  burden  on  the  persona" 
in  ease  of  the  land.  And  this  doctrine  is  base<l  on  princip^ 
I  In  Cumherlnnd  v.  CofJrwgton^  3  Johns.  Ch,  .:2i}^  Chancellor  Ke^ 
hifter  reviewing  t lie  English  cases  on  the  subject,  says :  " 
series  of  rases  whi<'h  I  havethus  examincxl,  shows  vervconclusi 
tJiat  by  tile  English  erpiity  system,  as  it  has  been  declared 
received  for  the  last  thirty  or  forty  years,  the  purchase  of 
etjuity  of  redem|)tion,  with  a  covenant  of  indemnity  to  the  lac: 
gsigor  against  the  mortgage  debt,  did  not  make  the  debt 
grantee's  own,  so  as  to  render  his  personal  assets  the  pria3J 
fund  to  pay  it.  The  cases  all  agree  that  no  covenant  with  ^ 
mortgiigor  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  There  must  be  a  dii" 
communication  and  crmtraet  with  the  mortgagee,  and  even  t  1 
is  not  enough  unle?4  the  dealing  with  the  mortgagee  l)e  of  sl  ' 
a  nature  as  to  atford  decided  evi<lenc<'  of  an  intention  to  shift  "^ 
])rimaiy  obligation  iVoni  the  real  to  the  personal  fund."  Xpm^ 
he  says:  "When  a  man  gives  a  l)ond  and  mortgage  for  a  d-^ 
<>f  his  own  contracting,  the  m(»rtgage  is  understood  to  be  mer^ 
a  collateral  security  for  the  pei-sonal  obligation.  Mxit  when^ 
man  purehitses,  or  has  deviswl  to  him  land  with  an  encumbrai  - 
on  it,  he  becomes  a  debtor  only  in  respect  to  the  land;  and  if 
promises  to  pay  it,  it  is  a  promise  rather  on  account  of  the  lar» 
which  continues,  notwithstanding,  in  many  cases,  to  be  the  p^ 
mary  fund.     The  same  equity  which  in  other  cases  makes  t/ 
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I>ersoiial  estate  contribute  to  ease  the  land  as  l)et\veen  the  real 
and  personal  representatives,  will  here  make  the  land  relieve  the 
I>ersoiial  estate.     There  is  good  sense  and  justice  in  the  principle, 
•^nd  I  feel  the  force  of  the  doctrine  that  it  requires  very  strong 
^nd   decided  proof  of  intention  to  shift  the  natural  course  and 
*^>rder  of  obligation  between  the  two  estates."     The  question  'A    *7 
«u>t  ^vliether  the  decedent  assumed  to  pay  the  mortgage,  and  so\ 
'^ade  himself  liable  therefor,  as  between  him  and  his  grantor,  I 
>ut  whether  he,  by  direct  action,  made  himself  liable,  in  his^per-  * 
^oiial  estate,  to  the  mortgagee;  that  is,  as  l)etween  him  and  tlie    '     ii 
*>iortgogee,  expressly  made  the  debt  his  own  debt. 

The  mere  assumption  to  pay  the  mortgage  on  the  land,  if  made     -. 
^y  the  grantee  to  the  gnmtor,  is  at  most  an  indemnity  merely; 
^^4  though,  if  the  grantor  be  personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  a 
*^^  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  may,  in  equity,  pursue  the  grantee  on\ 
**^   assumption,  that,  however,  is  because,  and  only  because,  the  S 
*^Ortgagee  is,  in  equity,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  collateral  I 
^^eurities  which  his  debtor  has  taken  for  the  mortgage  debt.       -  ^ 
^^^opicorih  V.  Dresslet'y  2  Bens.  0.3 ;    Norwood  v.   T)e  Hcvi,  3 
*^eir.  Eq,  412  :  Crowell  v.  Hosp.  of  Si.  Baniabas,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  GoO, 
^^d  if  the  grantor  is  not  }>ersonally  liable  for  the  mortgage  debt, 
^^^  iDortgagee  cannot  look  to  the  grantee,  personally,  at  all; 
^*^oau«e  the  assumption  is  but  an  indemnity,  and  the  grantor  not 
*^iiig  liable,  the  indemnity,  is  practically  a  mere  nullity.     Crow- 
^'^  V.  Hoffp.  of  St.   BmniabaJiy  uhi  sup. ;  Norwood  v.   De  Ilarty 
'«^*  sup. ;  King  v.  Whitely,  10  Paige  4.G0  ;   TroiUr  v.  Hughes,  12 
--^  •   Y.  74.     Nor  does  tlie  fact  that  the  grantee  obtained  the  benefit 
^•^   the  mortgage  by  liaving  the  amount  allowed  to  him  as  part 
**^    the  purchase-money,  make  any  difference.     The  purchjtse- 
^ioncy  was  payable  to  his  grantor,  and  the  assumption  is  to  him, 
^*^d  in   his  favor.     The  fact  of  the  allowance  to  the  grantee 
^^  the   amount    of    the    mortgage    as    part    of   the    purchase- 
nioney,    merely   raises    in    0(]uity,    an    obligation    on    his  con- 
^^lenoe   to    indemnify  his   grantor.     Tichevor  v.  Dodd,  -I   Gr. 
^^«  io^.     In  that  case,  the  suit  was  by  the  grantor,  who  was  the 
<>hligor  in  the  bond  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  who  had  been 
^'Wljclled  to  pay  deficiency  against  his  grantee.     The  property 
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was  conveyed  to  the  latter,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  th 
being  allowed  to  him  as  part  of  the  consideration  of  th< 
ance.  Obviously,  the  fact  that  the  mortgagee  may,  i 
avail  himself  of  the  assumption  for  the  payment  of 
does  not  make  the  assumption  any  more  than  a  mere  ii 
It  is  on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  indemnity  that  the  r 
claims  the  benefit  of  it.  "  It  is  immaterial,"  says  Mr. 
"  whether  the  covenant  with  the  vendor  l>e  to  pay  th< 
indemnify  him  against  it.  But  if  the  mortgagee  be  a 
the  transaction,  the  vendee  covenanting  with  him  to 
debt,  and  the  estate  he  subjected  to  a  fresh  proviso  for 
tion,  it  will  be  considered,  with  res|)ect  to  the  purchase 
sentatives,  as  a  purchase  of  the  wiiole  estate,  and  not  of  t 
of  redemption,  merely ;  and  the  same  principle,  of  cours 
where,  upon  the  purchase,  the  mortgage  is  transferred 
mortgagee,  who  advances  a  further  sum  of  money.''  i? 
Wills  659 f  560 ;  see,  also.  Ram  on  Attseta  ^-ih  44-^ -  ** 
person,"  says  Judge  Story,  "  becomes  entitled  to  an  estat 
to  a  charge,  and  tlien  covenants  to  pay  it,  the  charge  stil 
primarily  on  the  real  estiitc,  and  the  covenant  is  only  a 
security,  because  the  debt  is  not  the  original  debt  of 
eiiantor."  ^  Story\  Eq,  Jur.  §  I'^S  ;  see,  also,  §§  /?4< 
6,  1248  c.  In  McLearn  v.  McLellan,  10  IM.  625,  a  tes 
suffere<l  a  judgment  against  him,  which,  in  the  state  \\\m 
entered,  bound  both  his  jwrsonal  and  real  estate  for  pa 
purchase-money  of  a  rice  plantation.  He  gave,  by  his 
plantation  and  his  personal  property  to  his  son.  The 
obtain  j)osseHsion,  gave  iiis  bond  and  a  mortgage  on  the 
real  and  pereonal,  for  an  unpaid  balance  due  on  tlie  ji 
It  was  held  that  the  bond  and  mortgage  did  not  create, 
not  intende<l  to  create,  any  now  lien  on  the  personal 
and  therefore  tlirew  no  additional  burden  on  the  persor 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  subject  further.  The 
hits  not  only  the  sanction  of  principle  and  frequent  and 
tative  prec^edent,  but  has,  in  Englainl  and  New  York, 
had  tiie  approval  of  legislative  enactment. 

The  decree  of  the  orphans'  court  will  therefore  be 
with  costs. 


CASES  ADJUDGED 


IN  THE 


COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS 


OP    THE 


STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 


ON  APPEAL  FkOM  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY, 


NOVEMBER  TERM,  1880. 


The  Citizens  Coach  Company,  appellants, 

V. 

The  Camden  Horse  Railroad  Company,  respondents. 

*"  The  right  acquired  by  a  horse  railroad  company,  under  a  legislative 
S'^Dt  aathorizing  it  to  lay  rails  in  a  public  highway,  and  •)  run  cars  thereon, 
^Wging  fare,  is  such  as  entitles  it  to  exclude  from  the  habitual  and  continn- 
^^  use  of  its  tracks  all  companies  and  pei-sons  engaged  in  ttirrying  passen- 
8*w  for  hire,  in  competition  with  it. 

^  ^  That  the  right  of  a  horse  railroad  company  is  thus  exclusive,  is  not  incon- 
'^'^t  with  the  view  that  such  a  railroad,  laid  on  a  public  highway,  is  only  a 
'^'^ification  of  the  public  use  to  whicii  the  liighway  Wiis  originally  devoted, 
*****  not  an  additional  burden  on  the  land  for  which  compensation  may  be 
'^oired. 

"•  The  right  of  the  horse  railroad  company  arises  from  the  legislative  con- 

yol  of  the  public  easements  of  highway.    The  legislature  may,  when  it  deenw 

Judicious  to  do  so,  grant  to  a  private  corporation  some  interest  in  the  public 

^*iWaj,  imposing  on  it  a  duty  and  obligation  to  provide  for  public  travel 

®*'^n  in  a  mode  promotive  of  the  public  good.     In  such  case  the  public 

^^eDt  remains  unchanged  in  character  or  degree.    The  private  corporation 

(267) 
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awiuires  so  much  of  the  juiblic  use  as  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  its  gran 
and  other  public  uses  are  limited  and  restrained  for  the  attainment  of  sac 
purposes. 

4.  Arising^  from  the  legislative  rei|uircment  that  the  rails  shall  be  laid  c 
the  level  of  the  highway,  and  of  a  width  corrt^sponding  to  the  wagon-tnw 
establisheil  by  law,  there  is  an  imj)lied  permission,  on  the  part  of  the  hor 
railroad  company,  to  the  use  of  the  track  by  other  vehicles  to  some  exten 
Such  permission  does  not  emanate  from  the  company  so  as  to  be  revocable  I 
it.  It  results  froi^  the  nature  of  the  grant,  and  is  in  the  form  of  a  oonditic 
resulting  from  the  grant  and  its  acceptance.  The  use,  however,  thus  implied] 
permitted  is  only  such  as  is  consistent  with  the  grant  U^  the  company,  and  n 
<lestructive  of  its  purpose.  Any  use  inconsistent  with  the  grant,  and  destru 
tive  of  its  pur(>ose,  is  excluded. 

On  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Can 
den  Horse  Railroad  Oo.  v.  Ciiizena  Coach'  Co.,  4-  Stew.  Eq.  52i 

Mr,  A,  C.  Scovel,  for  appellant,  cited — 

Brooldyn    Central  v.    Brooklyn    C   R.   R,    Co,,  26    Bop- 
S64';   Hinohvian  v.  Pater  son  Horse  R,  R.   Co,,  2  C,  JS,   G 
7o  ;  Jersey  City  &  Bergen  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Jersey  City  d:  Hof. 
ken  Horse  R.  R,  Co.,  5  C,  E,  Or,  62 ;  1  Redf,  on  Railways  (--' 
ed.)  S29;  L>  C,  E,  Or,  SO;  Hegan  v.  Eighth  Ave,R,  R,  Co,, 
N.  Y,  3S:2  ;  Shea  v.  Potrero  d-  Bay  view  R.  R,  Co,,  U  Oal.  J^ 
Id,  ^16;  Brooklyn  City  R,  R.  Co,  v.  Coney  Island  R.  R,  C 
JJ  Barb,  o71 ;  Wilbrand  v.  Eighth  Ave,  R,  R.  Co,,  J  Bosw,  3^ 
Brooklyn    Ceyitral  R,  R,  Co,   v,  Brooklyn  City  R,  R,   Co,y 
Barb,  370;  Suih  Ave,  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Kerr,  Jf5  Barb,  UO ;   J* 
terick  v.  Dickenson,  22  How,  Pr.  2^,8 ;  Brooklyn  Central  iJ. 
Co,  V.  Brooklyn  City  R.  R,  Co.,  33  Barb,  Jf.20  ;  Jersey  Cii}^ 
Brooklyn  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Jersey  City  &  Hoboken  R,  R,  Co.,  3 
E.  Or.  61 ;  Barker  v.  Hudson  R.  R.  Co.,  Jp  Daly  27 J^;  Me^ 
})oliian  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Quincy  R.  R,  Co.,  12  Allen  269  ;  Addp^ 
Central  Park,  N.  &  E,  River  R.  R.  Co.,  65  N,  Y,  554.;  S,  a, 
N,  Y.  533, 535,  536;  Albany  Law  Jour,  {May  26th,  1877),  4^ 
Shea  V.  Sixth  Ave.  R.  R,  Co.,  62  N.  Y.  180;  Com,  v.  Ten^^ 
U  Gray  7 4 ;  Middlesex  R,  R,  Co,  v.  Wakefield,  103  Mass,  ^^ 
Boaster  v.  Second  Ave,  R,  R,  Co,,  3  Rob,  516  ;  Adolph  v.  Cen^ 
R.  R,  Co,,  33  N.  Y,  Superior  Ct,  187,  188 ;  P.  L.  of  1S7^ 
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^  30  ^  7;  P.  L.  of  1871  p.  2^7  (§  76  of  charter)-,  103 
Ji/ouss.  206;  P.  L.  of  1866  p,  64.3;  2  C.  E.  Or.  80;  2  Stew. 
Ecj.  S299;  Hilliard  on  Injunctions  §  23;  Stew.  Dig.  p.  61  §§  32, 
^S  ^    2  Slew.  Eq.  299. 


V.  D.  J.  Pancoasty  for  respondent,  cited — 

^  -Kenfs  Comm.  {12th  ed.)  458  ;  Ang.  &  Ames  on  Corp.  {9th  ed.) 
§  -4^  >•  AngeU  on  Highways  {2d  ed. )  28  ;  Waifs  Actions  and  Defences 
^^f*  S  p.  338  ;  Jasey  City  &  Bergen  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Jersey  City  & 
^^oboken  Hwse  R.  R.  Co.,  5  C  E.  Gr.  69 ;  Brooklyn  R.  R.  Co. 
^-  Brooklyn  Cily  R.  R.  Co.,  32  Barb.  372 ;  Troy  &  Lansingburg 
^-  -B.  Co.  V.  Collins;  Newburg  Turnpike  Road  v.  Miller,  o 
^ohrts.  Ch.  101. 


Ir.  P.  L.  Voorhees,  for  respondent,  cited — 

Jkfayor  of  Jersey  City  v.  Jersey  City  i2.  jR.  Co.,  o   C.  E.  Gr. 

36G  ,-  Hindiman  v.  Paterson  Horse  R.  R.  Co.,  2  C.  E.  Gr.  75  ; 

^Qterson  &  Romaic  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mayor  of  Paterson,  9  C.  E.  Gr. 

loS  •  Brooklyn  City  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Coney  Island  R.  R.  Co.,  35 

J^o.rb.  264;  ^  Redf.  on  Railways  p.  540  ^  6 ;  Brooklyyi  Central 

ft.  R.  Co.  V.  Brooklyn  CUy  R.  R.  Co.,  32  Barb.  358, 370,  372  ; 

Oarw  V.  Mayor  of  New  York,  U  N.  Y.  506,  515,  516 ;  Brook- 

^yn  City  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Coney  Island  R.  R.  Co.,  35  Barb.  36.i, 

'^^^,  372 ;  Brooklyn  Central  (fr  Janiaica  R.  R.   Co.  v.  Brook- 

hn  Cdy  R.  R.   Co.,  S3  Barb.  420,  Jfil ;   1  Redf  on    Rail- 

^y9p.  317  §§  7,  8,  p.  318  §§  9,  10,  p.  320  §  15;  Metropolitan 

^.  R.  Co.  V.  Quincy  R.  R.  Co.,  12  Allen  202,  269,  270  ;  Com- 

^^^^mmWii  V.  Temple,  U  Gray  69,  74,  77 ;  Metropolitan  R.  R. 

^.  V.  Highland  R.  R.  Co.,  118  Mass.  290 ;  Hegan  v.  Eighth 

^^.  R.  R.  Co.,  15  N.  Y.  380,  382;    Whitaker  v.  Eighth  Ave. 

*.  a.  Co.,  51  N.  Y.  295,  299;  New  York  cCr  Harlem  R.  R.  Co. 

^'-  FoHy-secmd  St.  R.  R.  Co.,  5  Barb.  285,  287,  309;  Jvr,sey 

j%  &  Bergen  R.  R.  Co.,  v.  Jersey  City  d*  Hoboken  R.  R.  Co., 

^  C  E.  Gr.  61,  71,  72;  S.  C  0  C  E.   Gr.  550,  560;  Sixth 

"^^^  R.  R   Co.  V  Kerr,  72  N.  Y.  330  ;  Adolph  v.  Central  Park, 

'^'^'  *  E.  River  R.  R.  Co.,  76  N.  Y.  530,  537 ;  Jirsey  City  Gas 

^-  V.  Dwight,  2  Stew.  Eq.  24J,  249,  250  ;  Raritan  i-  Delaware 
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JBay  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Delaware  <fe  Raritan  Canal  Co,,3  C.  E.  Gr.  5 
670,  572 ;  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  National  R.  R.  Co.,  8 
E.  Gr.  441 ;  1  Redf.  on  Railways  317,  notes;  Troy  &  Lami 
burg  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Collings,  MS.  case,  Supreme  Ct.  N.  Y.  {Rt 
selaer  Co.),  Dec,  1878 ;  Kent  v.  Morgan,  ^  Keen  Ch.  Sj 
Cooley  on  Const.  Lira.  544  /  Glover  v.  Powell,  ^  Stock.  211,  2.i 
Delaware  cfr  Raritan  Canal  Co.  v.  Raritan  &  Delaware  Bay 
R.  Co.,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  321,  378  ;  HilUard  on  Injunctions  392  d 
Boston  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Boston  &  Worcester  R.  R,  Oo., 
Pick.  512,  525 ;  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  9  Wlieai.  738,  8i 
Newburg  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Miller,  6  Johns.  Ch.  101 ;  Oroton  Tu 
pike  Co.  V.  Ryder,  1  Johns.  Ch.  611 ;  Ogden  v.  Gibbons 
Johns.  Ch.  150,  160 ;  Agar  v.  RegenVs  Canal  Co.,  Coop.  . 
77  ;  Shard  v.  Henderson, .?  Dow  519  ;  Packer  v.  Sunbwy&  1 
R.  R.  Co.,  19  Pa.  St.  {7  Harris)  211,  218;  Ken-  on  Inju 
tions  p.  199  §§  3,  4,  p.  201  %  5  ;  High  cm  Injunctions  212,  2. 
Eden  on  Injunctions  231;  Hilliard  on  Injunctions  393,  5\ 
Kerlin  v.  West,  3  Gr.  Ch.  I1J4D  ;  Ka^r  on  Injunctions  p.  199 
p.  5Jfi  §-^;  Liviiigston  v.  Tan  Ingen,  9  Johns.  507,  562,  5* 
Thompson  v.  New  York  &  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  € 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Magie,  J. 

An  act  of  the  legislature,  approved  March  23d,  1866  (P. 
of  1866  p.  64-0),  created  the  Camden  Horee  Railroad  Compa. 
with  a  capital  stock  of  §50,000,  and  the  privilege  of  increasi 
the  siune  to  §100,000.  The  company  was,  by  that  act,  ^ 
powered  to  construct,  use  and  maintain  a  railroad  over  cert: 
streets  in  Camden,  the  track  to  be  of  the  width  of  the  wag 
track  then  established  by  law,  and  to  be  laid  level  with  the  si 
face  of  the  streets  and  in  conformity  witli  the  grades  then 
tiiereafter  established.  Upon  the  requirement  of  the  city  cour 
of  Camden,  the  company  were  to  pay  a  tax  to  the  city,  not  1 
ceediug  an  amount  sj^ecified  in  the  act.  The  company  was  a 
empowered  to  construct  or  purchase  suitable  vehicles  for  " 
trausi)ortation  of  passengers  and  property  over  the  railroad,  a 
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Avas   authorized  to  demand  and  receive  for  such  transportation 
such   sums  as  it  should   think  reasonable  and  proper,  not  ex- 
ceeding, however,  a  certain  sum  fixed  by  the  act  for  each  trip  of 
a  passenger.    The  act  also  gave  to  the  company  an  action  against 
any  person  who  should  "  willfully  or  maliciously  impair,  injure, 
<l€istroy  or  obstruct  the  use  of  said  railroad,"  and  permitted  the 
recovery  of  three  times  the  damage  sustained  by  the  a)mpany. 
J'he  company  was  also  empi^wered  to  borrow  the  money  necessary 
to  build  or  equip  said  road,  and  to  secure  the  payment  thereof 
*^y  a  mortgage  on  the  "  road,  lands,  privileges,  franchises  and 
^appurtenances  of  or  belonging  to  said  corporation." 

The  company  thus  incorporated  shortly  afterwards  built  a  rail- 
^'^^ad  through  some  of  the  streets  of  Camden,  in  substantial  accord- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  the  act  above  referred  to.  It  has 
^*tice  built  other  roads  or  branches  through  other  streets  in  Camden, 
binder  the  powers  given  by  the  alx)ve-mentioned  act  or  supple- 
"^ents  thereto.  It  has  continued  to  operate  the  railroads  so 
*^uiltever  since. 

In  October,  1876,  the  Camden  Horse  Railroad  Company  filed 
^  bill  in  the  court  of  chancery  against  the  Citizens  Coach  Com- 
!*sxiiy,  setting  out  the  facts  of  the  incorporation  and  organization 
^■^^  the  horse  milroad  company  above  stated,  and  the  construction 
^^^  its  railroads.     The  bill  charged  that  the  defendant  therein 
»^ad  been  incorporated  on  July  29th,  1876,  under  the  general  law 
*^f  this  state   entitled  "An   act   concerning  corporaticms,"  ap- 
proved April  7tli,  1875,  for  the  purpose  of  airrying  passengers 
*^nd  pro[)erty  in  and  about  Camden,  for  compensation,  and  that 
*t  had  continually,  since  its  organization,  made  use  of  the  rail- 
"'oads  of  the  complainant,  in    the   pursuit  of  its  business,  by 
^Hving  its  coaches  upon  and  along  the  railroad  track,  to  the 
^Wruction  and  hindrance  of  the  use  of  the  railroad  by  its  owner, 
^e  complainant.     The  bill  also  distinctly  alleged  that  the  com- 
pUinant  was  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  and  enjoyment  of  said 
"^Iroad,  as  against  the  said  coach  company  or  any  other  person 
^^kiiig  to  use  the  same  in  the  business  of  transporting  persons 
^^  property.   The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  the  coach  company 
should  be  enjoined  from  using  with  its  coaches,  in  the  pursuit  of 
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its  business  of  carrying  passengers  in  and  about  the  city  o; 
Camden,  the  railroad  of  the  complainant. 

The  Citizens  Coach  Company,  the  defendant,  filed  its  answe 
to  this  bill,  denying  that  it  had  made  such  continuous  or  ob 
structive  use  of  the  complainant's  railroad  as  was  charged,  an< 
further,  denying  the  right  of  complainant  to  the  exclusive  us 
and  enjoyment  of  the  railroad  in  the  transportation  of  passen 
gers. 

Upon  the  issue  thus  formed  proofs  were  taken,  and  upon  th 
pleadings  and  proofs  the  chancellor  concluded  that  the  complainau 
was  entitled  to  relief,  and  an  injunction  was  decreed,  restraininj 
the  defendant  from  asing  with  its  coaches,  in  the  pursuit  of  it 
business  of  carrying  passengers  in  and  about  the  ciiy  of  Camden 
the  railroad  of  the  complainant,  in  competition  with  the  cc»m 
plainant  in  its  business  of  carrying  passengers  and  propert; 
thereon,  and  from  obstructing  or  hindering  complainant  in  th 
use  of  its  railroad  tracks.  The  decree  further  provided,  ho\c 
ever,  that  it  was  not  to  be  construed  as  restraining  defenduL 
from  "  using  the  tracks  incidentally  to  the  use  of  the  street.*' 

From  that  decree  the  Citizens  Coach  Company  has  appeals 
to  this  court,  and  now  contends  not  only  that  the  evidence  in  tS 
cause  did  not  justify  the  court  below  in  holding  that  it  was  usL 
the  railroad  tracks  obstructively,  but  that  no  right  exists  in  ^ 
railroad  company  to  exclude  its  coachas  from  the  use  of  the  i-^ 
road  track,  although  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  for  hin 
competition  with  the  railroad  company. 
,  The  first  contention  it  is  unnecessary  to  stop  to  consider, 
evidence  seems  to  be  ample  of  such,  a  contiimous  and  obstrucj't: 
use  of  the  railroad  track  by  the  coaches  of  the  coach  com{>^ 
as  greatly  to  interfere  with  and  impede  the  horse  railroad  oot 
pany  in  its  use  of  its  track.  Whether  this  alone  would  justi 
an  injunction  before  action  at  law  might  be  questionable. 

But  the  main  question  in  this  case  is  presented  by  the  oth^ 
contention  of  the  appellant.  It  is  a  question  of  very  great  inc 
portance,  not  only  to  the  parties  to  this  cause  and  those  inte^ 
ested  in  them  as  stockholdei-s  or  otherwise,  but  also  to  the  stoc?J 
and    bondholders   of  the   numerous   hoi>ie   railroad   compaui^ 
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organized  and  oj)erated  in  tliis  state  under  grants  substantially 
similar  to  that  in  question  in  this  case.  It  requires  the  consider- 
ation and  determination  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  rights 
-acquired  by  a  horse  raih-oad  company  under  such  legislation  as 
J^^pears  in  this  case,  with  respect  to  the  public  highways  on 
^vhich  the  rails  of  its  track  are  laid. 

The  question  of  the  rights  of  such  a  company  with  resj^ect  to 
^lie  owners  of  the  land  under  the  highway  on  which  the  track  is 
laid  has  been  the  subject  of  much  judicial  consideration.     The 
question  luis  arisen  upon  the  demand  of  the  land -owner  to  be 
awarded  compensation   for  the  occupation  of  his  land   by  the 
•"ailroad.    He  has  contended  that  such  an  occupation  of  the  pub- 
lic highway  imposed  upon  his  land  a  burden  greater  than  that 
"^vlrich  it  sustained  before,  and  which  amounted  to  a  taking  of 
hiy  land,  or  some  interest  therein,  for  which  he  was  entitled  to 
^Compensation.     On  the  other  hand,  the  railroad  companies  have 
^Contended  that  the  occupation  of  the  highway  by  the  track  and 
't:s  use  by  the  cars  was  no  other  or  different  use  than  that  public 
'*>><i  to  which  the  highway  was  originally  devoted. 

A  similar  questi(m  had  arisen  in  the  early  jieriods  of  the  his- 

^c>Ty  of  railroads  designed  to  be  operated  by  steam-[)o\ver.    With 

^^    limited  and  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  development 

^^^  which  such  roads  were  destined  to  nttiiin,  or  with  an  exagger- 

^^t:cd  or  distorted  view  of  their  character  as  public  highways,  it 

'^^"sis  long  contended  that  such  railroads  might  occupy  the  soil  of 

*^»"dinary  public  highways  without  making  compensation  to  the 

*^iid-owner.     Much  ditterence  of  judicial  opinion  and  decision 

**^:»y  be  found  on  this  subject.     In   this  state,  in  the  case  of 

^Xorris  and  Essex  R.  R,  Co,  v.  Newarh,  J  Stock.  352^  Chancellor 

^^^illiamson   expressed    the  opinion   that   the  legislature  might 

•*^Uthorize  a  railroad  operated  by  steam  to  be  laid  on  the  public 

**ighway,  and  that  if  the  occupation  did  not  entirely  destroy  the 

^se  of  .the   highway  in  the  ordinary  mode,  it  was  not  such   a 

^king  of  private  property  as  required  compensation  to  be  made. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  supreme  court,  about  the  same  time,  in 

the  case  of  SUirr  v.  Ccimden  and  Atlantic  R,  R,  Co,,  J^.  Zab,  592, 

lield  that  the  owner  of  land  under  a  public  highway  taken  by  a 

18 
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its  basiDCSs  of  carrying  passengers  in  and  about  the  city 
Camden^  the  railroad  of  the  complainant. 

The  Citizens  Coach  Company,  the  defendant,  filed  its  ans¥ 
to  this  bill,  denying  that  it  had  made  such  continuous  or  c 
structive  use  of  the  complainant's  railroad  as  was  charged,  a 
further,  denying  the  right  of  complainant  to  the  exclusive  i 
and  enjoyment  of  the  railroad  in  the  transi>ortation  of  passe 
gers. 

Upon  the  issue  thus  formed  proofs  were  taken,  and  upon  t 
pleadings  and  proofs  the  chancellor  concluded  that  the  complains 
was  entitled  to  relief,  and  an  injunction  was  decreed,  restrain! 
the  defendant  from  using  with  its  coaches,  in  the  pursuit  of 
business  of  carrying  passengers  in  and  about  the  ciiy  of  Camd< 
the  railroad  of  the  complainant,  in  competition  with  the  Cf)i 
plainant  in  its  business  of  carrying  passengers  and  pn)pei 
thereon,  and  from  obstructing  or  hindering  complainant  in  t 
use  of  its  railroad  tracks.  The  decree  further  provided,  ho 
ever,  that  it  was  not  to  be  construed  as  restraining  defends 
from  *'  using  the  tracks  incidentally  to  the  use  of  the  street." 

From  that  decree  the  Citizens  Coach  Company  has  ap|)eii. 
to  this  court,  and  now  contends  not  only  that  the  evidence  in 
cause  did  not  justify  the  court  below  in  holding  that  it  was  u?s 
the  railroad  tracks  obstructively,  but  that  no  right  exists  in 
railroad  company  to  exclude  its  coaches  from  the  use  of  the  n 
road  track,  although  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  for  hii-e 
competition  with  the  railroad  company. 

,  The  first  contention  it  is  unnecessary  to  stop  to  consider.  T 
evidence  seems  to  be  ample  of  suc'h.  a  continuous  and  obstructi 
use  of  the  railroad  track  by  the  coaches  of  the  coach  compaj 
as  greatly  to  interfere  with  and  impede  the  horse  railroad  cor 
pany  in  its  use  of  its  track.  Whether  this  alone  would  justi 
an  injunction  before  action  at  law  might  be  questionable. 

But  the  main  question  in  this  case  is  presented  by  the  oth 
contention  of  the  ap}>ellant.  It  is  a  question  of  very  great  ir 
portance,  not  only  to  the  parties  to  this  cause  and  those  inte 
ested  in  them  as  stockholders  or  otherwise,  but  also  to  the  sta 
and   bondholders   of  the   numerous   horse   railroad   compaui 
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<»rganize(l  and  operated  in  tliis  state  under  grants  substantially 
similar  to  that  in  question  in  this  ease.     It  requires  the  consider- 
ation and  determination  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  rights 
required  by  a  horse  railroad  company  under  such  legislation  as 
•appears  in  this  case,  with  respect  to  the  public   highways  on 
^vllich  the  rails  of  its  track  are  laid. 

The  question  of  the  rights  of  such  a  company  with  respect  to 
tlic  owners  of  the  land  under  the  highway  on  which  the  track  is 
laid  has  been  the  subject  of  much  judicial  consideration.  Tlie 
question  has  arisen  upon  the  demand  of  the  land-owner  to  be 
a 'Warded  compensation  for  the  occupation  of  his  land  by  the 
^•sxilroad.  He  has  contended  that  such  an  occupation  of  the  pub- 
lic* highway  imposed  upon  his  land  a  burden  greater  than  that 
'^^-'liich  it  sustained  before,  and  which  amounted  to  a  taking  of 
l^iii  land,  or  some  interest  therein,  for  which  he  was  entitled  to 
csompensation.  On  the  other  hand,  the  railroad  companies  have 
^^^ontended  that  the  occupation  of  the  highway  by  the  track  and 
■ts  use  by  the  cars  was  no  other  or  different  use  than  that  public 
•  i>>€  to  which  the  highway  was  originally  devoted. 

A  similar  question  had  arisen  in  the  early  periods  of  the  his- 
tory of  railroads  designed  to  be  operated  by  steam-power.    With 
■^   limited  and  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  development 
^o  which  such  roads  were  destined  to  attain,  or  with  an  exagger- 
ated or  distorted  view  of  their  character  as  public  highways,  it 
'^vas  long  contended  that  such  railroads  might  occupy  the  soil  of 
'^^I'dinary  public  highways  without  making  compensation  to  the 
l^nd-owner.     Much  difference  of  judicial  opinion  and  decision 
*^ay  be  found  on  this  subject.     In   this  state,  in  the  case  of 
ilorris  and  J'Jssex  R,  iJ.  Co.  v.  Newark,  2  Stock.  352 y  Chancellor 
Williamson   expressed    the  opinion   that   the  legislature  might 
authorize  a  railroad  operated  by  steam  to  be  laid  on  the  public 
^"ghway,  and  that  if  the  occupation  did  not  entirely  destroy  the 
^se  of  .the   highway  in  the  ordinary  mode,  it  was  not  such   a 
^king  of  private  [)roperty  as  required  corajwinsation  to  be  made. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  supreme  court,  about  the  same  time,  in 
the  case  o£  Skirr  v.  Ccimden  and  Atlantic  R,  B.  Co,,  Jf  Zab.  592, 
W  tliat  the  owner  of  land  under  a  public  highway  taken  by  a 
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railroad  operated  by  steam,  was  entitled  to  eom()eii8atioD.  Th 
cases  of  Hetfield  v.  Ceniral  R.  R.  Co.,  5  Diddi,  57 1,  and  M.  < 
E.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Prudden,  i  C.  E.  Gr.  SS6;  S.  G,  5  C.  E.  Ch 
530,  indicate  that  the  view  taken  by  the  supreme  court  is  correc 
And  the  reason  is  pointed  out  by  Chancellor  Green,  in  the  caa 
of  Hinckmcin  v.  Paterson  11.  R.  R.  Cb.,  !J  C.  E.  Gr.  75^  wit 
his  usual  perspicuity  and  breadth  of  view.  And  considerinj 
the  developments  of  the  railroads  of  ihe  country,  it  is  now  per 
fectly  obvious  that  the  use  of  a  public  highway  longitudinall; 
by  a  railroad  operated  by  steam,  is  a  use  entirely  incbnsisten 
witli  and  destructive  of  the  public  use  to  which  the  highway  wa 
originally  devoted.  The  rate  of  speed  at  which  such  roads  ar 
operated  is  dangerous  to  the  public  who  would  otherwise  use  th 
highway.  It  makes  use  of  rails  not  adapted  to,  but  obetructiv 
of,  the  ordinary  public  use  of  the  highway  by  the  Usual  vehicle 
of  travel  thereon.  The  noise,  the  danger,  the  obstruction  of  it 
road-bed,  all  combine  to  make  the  use  of  the  highway  by  such 
railroad  incompatible  with  its  general  use  as  a  public  highwa; 
In  such  a  case,  then,  the  railroad  becomes  a  manifest  burden  c 
the  soil  additional  to  that  originally  imposed  by  the  public  big 
way,  which  is  a  taking  of  property  for  which  compensation  mu. 
be  made.  The  question  may  be  considered  as  set  at  rest,  now^ 
favor  of  the  above  views,  by  a  decided  weight  of  authorities^ 
be  found  collected  in  1  Red/,  on  Raihcays  {5th  ed.)  Sljg^ 
acq.,  and  iiotea. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  an  ordinary  horse  railroad  ^  j 
occupying  a  highway  with  its  track,  and  making  use  of  it  wiii 
its  cars,  produces  a  different  result  from  that  produced  by  sue/ 
an  occupation  and  use  by  a  railroad  operated  by  steam.  By 
legislative  direction,  the  track  of  the  horse  railroad  is  required 
to  be  (as  in  this  case)  so  constructed  not  only  as  not  to  interfere 
with  or  prevent  the  passage  of  other  vehicles,  but  to  be  adaptei^ 
to  such  passage  both  across  and  along  the  mils.  Tlie  cars  ar^ 
drawn  by  animals  such  as  usually  draw  the  vehicles  used  on 
public  highways.  They  carry  along  the  highway  such  passengers 
as  otherwise  would  be  obliged  to  pass  over  it  on  foot  or  in  other 
vehicles,  and  do  so  with  no  more  injury  in  the  way  of  noise,  jai 
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or  disturbance  than  would  be  occiisioned  bv  the  passage  of  other 
vehicles.     The  use,  if  it  be  novel  and  peculiar  in  its  form,  is  but 
a  modification  of  the  original  use  to  which  the  highway  was  de- 
voted when  it  became  a  highway.     The  burden  imposed  thereby 
upon  the  land-owner,  so  far  as  the  use  of  his  property  is  con- 
cerned, is  identical   in  kind  and  no  greater  in  degree  than  was 
originally  imposed  on  the  land  when  the  highway  was  opened. 
Such  was  the  view  taken  by  Chancellor  Green  in  the  case  of 
Hinchman  v.  Paierson  H,  jK.  Ji.  Co.y  above  cited,  and  he  con- 
sequently held  that  the  occupation  of  a  street  by  a  hoi'se  railroad 
was  not  such  a  taking  of  property  as  would  entitle  the  owner  to 
compensation.  This  view  was  mentioned  with  approval  by  Chief 
Justice  Beasley,  in  State  w  Laveraok,  6  TV.  :201y  and  by  Chan- 
cellor Zabriskie,  in  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Jersei/ 
City  and  Hoboken  R.  R,  Co.,  5  C.  E,  Gr.  61  ^  60,  and  was  followed 
V  the  present  chancellor,  in  Pateraon  and  Passaic  Horse  R,  R. 
Co.  V.  Paierson,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  158. 

I  do  not  hesitate  to  adopt  this  view,  sanctioned  by  such  authori- 
ties and  so  reasonable  in  itself,  and  to  conclude  that,  so  far  as  the 
owner  of  land  under  a  higlnvay  is  concerned,  the  use  of  the  high- 
^vay,  by  l^islative  sanction,  by  a  horse  railroad  is  not  inconsistent 
^'ith  the  public  use  to  whic^h  the  highway  was  originally  devote^l, 
^nd  is  not  an  additional  burden  imposed  on  the  land,  but  only 
^  Variation  or  modification  of  the  public  right  and  easement  origi- 
ually  acquired.  Consequently,  such  owner  has  no  right  to  claim 
^nipensation  for  such  occupation  of  the  highway. 

^Vhile  this  view  has  been  adopted  by  many  courts,  it  has  also 
'^^n  controverted  by  judges  of  repute,  and  tlie  decisions  are  con- 
^^uently  very  conflicting.     No  good  purpose  will  be  served  by 
^  critical  examination  of  tiie  cases  in  this  opinion.     It  is  sufficient 
^^  say  that,  when  analyzed,  tiie  difference   between    the  cases 
'^ms  to  arise  from  the  different  views  entertained  by  the  judges 
^^  respect  to  the  practical  question  as  to  how  far  the  use  of  the 
Wghway  by  the  railroad  is  incompatible  with  the  use  to  which 
"ie highway  was  originally  devoted.     And  it  may  be  remarked 
^towhen  a  conclusion,  different  from  that  to  wiiich  I  have  ar- 
rived, has  been  reached,  dissenting  opinions  have  been  expressed 
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railroad  operated  by  steam,  was  entitled  to  com()eii8atioD.  Tli 
cases  of  Hetfield  v.  Central  R.  R.  Co,,  5  DiUdi.  57 1^  and  M,  . 
E.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Prudden,  ^  C.  E.  Gr.  S86;  S.  C,  5  C.  E.  a 
530,  indicate  that  the  view  taken  by  the  supreme  court  is  correc 
And  the  reason  is  pointed  out  by  Chancellor  Green,  in  the  cas 
of  Hinchiiian  v.  Pateraon  H.  R.  R,  Co.,  2  C  E.  Gr.  75,  wit 
his  usual  perspicuity  and  breadth  of  view.  And  considerin 
the  developments  of  the  railroads  of  ihe  country,  it  is  now  pei 
fectly  obvious  that  the  use  of  a  public  highway  longitudinal! 
by  a  railroad  opei*ateil  by  steam,  is  a  use  entirely  incbnsistei 
witli  and  destructive  of  the  public  use  to  which  the  highway  wa 
originally  devoted.  The  rate  of  sj)ced  at  which  such  roads  ar 
operated  is  dangerous  to  the  public  who  would  otherwise  use  th 
highway.  It  makes  use  of  rails  not  adapted  to,  but  obstructiv 
of,  the  ordinary  public  use  of  the  highway  by  the  ifsual  vehicle 
of  travel  thereon.  The  noise,  the  danger,  the  obstruction  of  i" 
road-bed,  all  combine  to  make  the  use  of  the  highway  by  such 
railroad  incompatible  with  its  general  use  as  a  public  highwai 
In  such  a  case,  then,  the  railroad  becomes  a  manifest  burden  * 
the  soil  additional  to  that  originally  imposed  by  the  public  hig 
way,  which  is  a  taking  of  property  for  which  comi)ensation  m~- 
be  made.  The  question  may  be  considered  as  set  at  rest,  now  ^ 
favor  of  the  above  views,  by  a  decided  weight  of  authorities-^ 
be  found  collected  in  1  Redf.  on  Railways  {5th  ed.)  314^ 
seq.,  aiid  votea. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  an  ordinary  horse  railroad ^  h 
occupying  a  highway  with  its  track,  and  making  use  of  it  wM 
its  cars,  produces  a  different  result  from  that  proihiced  by  sucii 
an  occupation  and  use  by  a  railroad  operated  by  steam.  By 
legislative  direction,  the  track  of  the  horse  railroad  is  required 
to  be  (as  in  this  case)  so  constructed  not  only  as  not  to  interfere 
with  or  prevent  the  passage  of  other  vehicles,  but  to  be  adapted 
to  such  passage  both  across  and  along  the  rails.  The  cars  ar^ 
drawn  by  animals  such  as  usually  draw  the  vehicles  used  on 
public  highways.  They  ciirry  along  the  highway  such  passengerf 
as  otherwise  would  be  obliged  to  pass  over  it  on  foot  or  in  othei 
vehicles,  and  do  so  with  no  more  injury  in  the  way  of  noise,  jai 
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or  disturbance  than  would  l^  occasioned  bv  the  passage  of  other 
vehicles.     The  use,  if  it  be  novel  and  peculiar  in  its  form,  is  but 
a  modification  of  the  original  use  to  which  the  highway  was  de- 
voted when  it  became  a  highway.     The  burden  imposed  thereby 
upon  the  land-owner,  so  far  as  the  use  of  his  property  is  con- 
cerned, is  identical  in  kind  and  no  greater  in  degree  than  was 
originally  imposed  on  the  land  when  the  highway  was  opened. 
Such  was  the  view  taken  by  Chancellor  Green  in  the  case  of 
iRndiman  v.  Paterson  H.  R.  Ji.  Co,,  above  cited,  and  he  con- 
sequently held  that  the  occupation  of  a  street  by  a  hoi-se  railroad 
was  not  such  a  taking  of  property  as  would  entitle  the  owner  to 
oompensation.  This  view  was  mentioned  with  approval  by  Chief 
Justice  Beasley,  in  State  w  Lavei'ack,  5  Vr.  201^  and  by  Chan- 
cellor Zabriskie,  in  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  li.  R.  Co.  v.  Jei'sei/ 
City  and  Hoboken  R.  R,  Co,,  5  C.  E,  Gr,  61, 66,  and  was  followed 
by  the  present  chancellor,  in  Pateraon  and  Passaic  Horse  R.  R, 
Co.  v.  Paterson,  9  C,  E,  Gr.  158. 

I  do  not  hesitate  to  adopt  this  view,  sanctioned  by  such  authori- 
ties and  so  reasonable  in  itself,  and  to  conclude  that,  so  far  as  the 
owner  of  land  under  a  highway  is  concerned,  the  use  of  the  high- 
way, by  legislative  sanction,  by  a  horse  railroad  is  not  inconsistent 
with  ihe  public  use  to  which  the  higliway  was  originally  devote<l, 
and  is  not  an  additional  burden  imposed  on  the  land,  but  only 
^variation  or  modification  of  the  public  right  and  easement  origi- 
nally acquired.     Consequently,  suf'h  owner  has  no  right  to  claim 
^mpensation  for  such  occupation  of  the  highway. 

While  this  view  has  been  adopted  by  many  courts,  it  has  also 

'incontroverted  by  judges  of  repute,  and  tlie  decisions  are  con- 

^oently  very  conflicting.     No  good  purpose  will  be  served  by 

*  critical  examination  of  the  cases  in  this  opinion.     It  is  sufficient 

^  say  that,  when  analyzed,  the  difi'erence  between    the  cases 

^nas  to  arise  from  the  different  views  entertained  by  the  judges 

^^  respect  to  the  practical  question  as  to  how  far  the  use  of  the 

highway  by  the  railroad  is  incompatible  with  the  use  to  whicli 

the  highway  was  originally  devoted.     And  it  may  be  remarked 

that  when  a  conclusion,  different  from  that  to  which  I  have  ar- 

^ved,  has  been  reached,  dissenting  opinions  have  been  expressed 
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its  business  of  carrying  passengers  in  and  about  the  city  of 
Camden,  tlie  railroad  of  the  complainant. 

The  Citizens  Coach  Company,  tlie  defendant,  filed  its  answer 
to  this  bill,  denying  that  it  had  made  such  continuous  or  ob 
struct! ve  use  of  tlie  complainant's  railroad  as  was  charged,  ant 
further,  denying  the  right  of  coniplainaut  to  the  exclusive  us 
and  enjoyment  of  the  railroad  in  the  transportation  of  passen 
gers. 

Upon  the  issue  thus  formed  proofs  were  taken,  and  upon  tb 
pleadings  and  proofs  the  chancellor  concluded  that  the  complains, 
was  entitlal  to  relief,  and  an  injunction  was  decreed,  restrainir 
the  defendant  from  using  with  its  coaches,  in  the  pursuit  of 
business  of  carrying  passengers  in  and  about  the  city  of  Canid-^ 
the  railroad  of  the  complainant,  in  competition  with  the  c<^ 
plainant  in  its  business  of  carrying  passengers  and  pn)|)€E=- 
thereon,  and  from  obstructing  or  hindering  complainant  in 
use  of  its  railroad  tracks.  The  decree  further  provided,  li  <: 
ever,  that  it  was  not  to  he  construed  as  restraining  defencl; 
from  **  using  the  tracks  incidentally  to  the  use  of  the  street/  ' 

From  that  decree  the  Citizens  Coach  Company  has  a|)j>ea 
to  this  court,  and  now  contends  not  onlv  that  the  evidence  in     " 
cause  did  not  justify  the  court  below  in  holding  that  it  was  us  i 
the  railroad  tracks  obstructively,  but  that  no  right  exists  in     ^ 
railroad  company  to  exclude  its  coaches  from  the  use  of  the  i 
road  track,  although  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  for  hii 
comjHjtition  with  the  railroad  company. 
.    The  first  contention  it  is  unnecessary  to  stop  to  consider, 
evidence  seems  to  be  ample  of  such,  a  continuous  and  obstruct 
use  of  the  railroad  track  by  the  coaches  of  the  coach  comjM 
as  greatly  to  inierfere  with  and  impede  the  horse  railroad  c 
pany  in  its  use  of  its  track.     AVhether  this  alone  would  jus 
an  injunction  before  action  at  law  nn'ght  be  questionable. 

But  the  main  question  in  this  case  is  presented  by  the  ot  ' 
contention  of  the  appellant.  It  is  a  question  of  very  great  i^ 
portance,  not  only  to  the  parties  to  this  cause  and  those  in*-^' 
ested  in  them  as  stockholders  or  otherwise,  but  also  to  the  sto^^ 
and    bondholders   of  the   numerous   horse   railroad   compaii/^ 
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organized  and  operated  in  this  state  under  grants  substantially 
>fiiuilar  to  that  in  question  in  this  case.  It  requires  the  consider- 
ation and  determination  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  rights 
acquired  by  a  horse  railroad  company  under  such  legislation  as 
*ipj>ears  in  this  case,  with  respect  to  the  public  highways  on 
^vhich  the  rails  of  its  track  are  laid. 

The  question  of  the  rights  of  such  a  company  with  respect  to 
tlie  owners  of  the  land  under  the  higliway  on  which  tlie  track  is 
laid    has  been  the  subject  of  much  judicial  consideration.     The 
<luestion  hiis  arisen  upon  the  demand  of  the  land-owner  to  be 
awarded  compensation  for  the  occupation  of  his  land   by  the 
^'ailroad.    He  has  contended  that  such  an  occupation  of  the  pub- 
lic highway  imposed  upon  his  land  a  burden  greater  than  that 
^vhich  it  sustained  before,  and  which  amounted  to  a  taking  of 
^^isi  land,  or  some  interest  therein,  for  which  he  was  entitled  to 
<iompen8ation.     On  the  other  hand,  the  railroad  companies  have 
'^utended  that  the  occupation  of  the  highway  by  the  track  and 
'^8  use  by  the  cars  was  no  other  or  different  use  than  that  public 
'^1**^  to  which  the  highway  was  originally  devoted. 

A  similar  question  had  arisen  in  the  early  periods  of  the  his- 
^^ry  of  railroads  designed  to  be  operated  by  steam-power.    With 
''^  limited  and  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  development 
^^  which  such  roads  were  destined  to  attain,  or  with  an  exagger- 
ated or  distorted  view  of  their  character  as  public  highways,  it 
^^as  long  contended  that  such  railroads  might  occupy  the  soil  of 
^•"dinary  public  highways  without  making  compensation  to  the 
*^nd-owner.     Much  diiferonce  of  judicial  opinion  and  decision 
'Hay  be  found  on  this  subject.     In  this  state,  in   the  case  of 
*Vb/Ti8  and  Essex  R.  JR.  Co.  v.  Newark,  2  Stock.  ao2,  Chancellor 
''Williamson   expreased    the  opinion   that   the  legislature   might 
authorize  a  railroad  operated  by  steam  to  be  laid  on  the  public 
highway,  and  that  if  the  occupation  did  not  entirely  destroy  the 
^^  of  the   highway  in  the  ordinary  mode,  it  was  not  such   a 
^kingof  private  property  as  required  com|)ensation  to  be  made. 
^Q  the  other  hand,  the  supreme  court,  about  the  same  time,  in 
Ae  case  of  Starr  v.  aimden  and  AUantio  R  R,  Co,,  ^  Zab.  592, 
held  that  the  owner  of  land  under  a  public  highway  taken  by  a 
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railroad  operated  by  steaniy  was  entitled  to  coni|)eiisatioD. 
cases  of  Hdfield  v.  Central  R,  R,  Co.^o  DutcJi,o71j  and  J 
E.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Prudden,  i  C.  E.  Gr.  JS6;  S.  C,  6  C.  E. 
o30y  indicate  that  the  view  taken  by  the  supreme  court  is  con 
And  the  reason  is  pointed  out  by  Chancellor  Green,  in  the 
of  Hinchman  v.  Paterson  H.  R.  R.  Co,^  J  C.  E.  Gr.  75,  ^ 
his  usual  i)erspieuity  and  breadth  of  view.  And  conside 
the  developments  of  the  railroads  of  ihe  country,  it  is  now 
fectly  obvious  that  the  use  of  a  public  highway  longitudin 
by  a  railroad  operated  by  steam,  is  a  use  entirely  iDcbnsis 
witli  and  destructive  of  the  public  use  to  which  the  highway 
originally  devoted.  The  rate  of  sjieed  at  which  such  roads 
operated  is  dangerous  to  the  public  who  would  otherwise  use 
highway.  It  makes  use  of  rails  not  adapted  to,  but  obstruc 
of,  the  ordinary  public  use  of  the  highway  by  the  ilsual  vehi 
of  travel  thereon.  The  noise,  the  danger,  the  obstruction  ol 
road-bed,  all  combine  to  make  the  use  of  the  highway  by  sue 
railroad  incom})atible  with  its  general  use  as  a  public  high\ 
In  such  a  case,  then,  the  railroad  becomes  a  manifest  burden 
the  soil  additional  to  that  originally  imposed  by  the  public  hi 
way,  which  is  a  taking  of  property  for  which  comi)ensation  m 
be  made.  The  question  may  be  c»oiisidered  as  set  at  rest,  no^ 
favor  of  the  above  views,  by  a  decided  weight  of  authorities^ 
be  found  collected  in  1  Red/,  on  Raihcays  {oth  ed,)  314 
acq.,  and  notes. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  an   ortlinary  horse  railroad, 
occupying  a  highway  with  its  track,  and  making  use  of  it  >\ 
its  cars,  prchluces  a  different  result  from  that  produced  by  si 
an  occu|>Jition  and  use  by  a  railroad   operated  by  steam, 
legislative  direction,  the  track  of  the  horse  railroad  is  requi 
to  be  (as  in  this  case)  so  constructed  not  only  as  not  to  interl 
with  or  prevent  the  passage  of  other  vehicles,  but  to  be  adap 
to  such  passage   both  across  and  along  the  rails.     The  cars 
drawn   by  animals  such  as  usually  draw  the  vehicles   used 
public  highways.   They  carry  along  the  hij;lnvay  such  passeng 
as  otherwise  would  be  obliged  to  pass  over  it  on  foot  or  in  ot 
vehicles,  and  do  so  with  no  more  injury  in  the  way  of  noise, 
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or  disturbance  than  would  be  occasioned  bv  the  passage  of  other 
vehicles.  The  use,  if  it  be  novel  and  peculiar  in  its  form,  is  but 
a  nnodification  of  the  original  use  to  which  the  highway  was  de- 
voted when  it  became  a  highway.  The  burden  imposed  thereby 
upon  the  land-owner,  so  far  as  the  use  of  his  property  is  con- 
cerned, is  identical  in  kind  and  no  greater  in  degree  than  was 
originally  imposed  on  the  land  when  the  highway  was  opened. 
Such  was  the  view  taken  by  Chancellor  Green  in  the  case  of 
HiJichTnan  v.  Pateraon  H.  li.  Ji.  Co,,  above  cited,  and  he  con- 
sequently held  that  the  occupation  of  a  street  by  a  horse  railroad 
was  not  such  a  taking  of  property  as  would  entitle  tiie  owner  to 
compensation.  This  view  was  mentioned  with  approval  by  Chief 
Justice  Beasley,  in  State  v,  Laverack,  6  TV.  201^  and  by  Chan- 
cellor Zabriskie,  in  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  li,  R,  Co,  v.  Jersey 
City  and  Hobohen  R.  R.  Co.,  5  C  E.  Gr.  67, 60,  and  was  followed 
by  the  present  chancellor,  in  Pateraon  and  Passaic  Horse  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Paterson,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  158. 

I  do  not  hesitate  to  adopt  this  view,  sanctioned  by  such  authori- 
ties and  so  reasonable  in  itself,  and  to  conclude  that,  so  far  as  the 
owner  of  land  under  a  iiigiiway  is  concerneil,  the  use  of  the  high- 
^vay,  by  legislative  sanction,  by  a  horse  niilroad  is  not  inconsistent 
with  the  public  use  to  which  the  highway  was  originally  devoted, 
^^id  is  not  an  additional  burden  imposed  on  the  land,  but  only 
^  Variation  or  modification  of  the  public  right  and  easement  origi- 
^^Uy  acquired.  Consequently,  such  owner  has  no  right  to  claim 
dispensation  for  such  occupation  of  the  highway. 

While  this  view  has  been  adopted  by  many  courts,  it  has  also 
'^n  controverted  by  judges  of  repute,  and  tlie  decisions  are  con- 
^nently  very  conflicting.  No  good  purpose  will  he  served  by 
^  critical  examination  of  the  cases  in  this  opinion.  It  is  sufficient 
^*>  say  that,  when  analyzed,  the  difference  between  the  cases 
^ras  to  arise  from  the  different  views  entertained  by  the  judges 
^n  respect  to  the  practical  question  its  to  how  far  the  use  of  the 
Wghway  by  the  railroad  is  incompatible  with  the  use  to  whicli 
^he highway  was  originally  devoted.  And  it  may  be  remarked 
^Wwhen  a  conclusion,  diflerent  from  tliat  to  which  I  have  ar- 
^ved,  has  been  reached,  dissenting  opinions  have  been  expressed 
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by  jiulges  whose  opinions  are  entitled  to  respect.  See  39  N, 
404.  The  oases  may  be  fbnnd  collecte<l  in  1  Redf,  on  Railwa 
(pill  erf.)  317  and  notes.  In  tlie  hite  case  of  AlCi/-  Gen.  v.  }fetr 
polUan  Ji,  li,  Co.,  125  Mass,  olo^  the  supreme  court  of  Ma^^s 
chusctts  reach  a  conclu.'-ion  in  accord  with  that  to  whicli  we  he 
arrived. 

Tlie  discussion,  so  far,  may  seem,  |)erhap?,  to  be  somew" 
beside  the  real  question  in  tliis  case.  But  its  applicability  ^ 
be  recognized  when  it  is  understood  that  it  is  insisted  that 
conclusion  to  which  we  have  arrived  compels  us  to  adopt  a  v^ 
of  tiie  case  adverse  to  the  claim  of  the  appellee.  It  is  insia 
that  if  the  property-owner  be  not  entitled  to  compensation^ 
the  ground  that  the  burden  on  his  laud  is  not  increased  by  i 
use  of  the  highway  by  a  horse  railroad,  but  that  such  use  is 
mere  modification  of  the  public  easement  before  taken,  then 
follows  that  the  public  right  must  continue  and  remain,  as  befoi 
open  to  every  j>erson.  It  is  claimed  that  a  use  of  the  higliws 
which  would  exclude,  in  whole  or  in  part,  a  portion  of  the  publ 
is  incompatible  with  such  use  as  the  highway  was  originally  d 
voted  to,  and  therefore  that  it  cannot  be  consistently  held  th 
any  exclusive  rights  are  vested  in  horse  railroad  companies. 

I  am  unable  to  see  any  force  in  this  objection.  When  a  hig 
way  has  been  once  taken  for  public  use,  the  owner  of  the  lai 
retains  his  title  to  the  same,  subject  to  the  public  eiisemei 
That  public  easement  vests  in  the  public.  How  far  it  extec 
it  is  not  necessiiry  now  to  inquire.  Whetlier  it  gives  |)Ower  ' 
the  laying  of  underground  or  the  building  of  elevated  railroa. 
need  not  be  considered.  It  is  sufru-icnt  to  consider  the  easein  * 
as  one  of  a  right  of  passage  over  the  same  by  the  public.  IT 
right,  however,  the  legislature  may,  it  is  well  settknl,  conti 
It  may  control  the  road  for  the  public  use;  it  may  regulate 
pui)lic  use.  Thus,  it  will  be  conceded,  changes  of  the  grade 
highways  may  ix?  made  by  the  pubUc  authorities,  and  the  lafl 
owner  is  entitled  to  no  compensation  or  redress,  however  injur 
ous  or  destructive  such  changes  may  be,  unle&s  under  the  pre 
visions  of  such  a  statute  as  exists  in  this  state.  i?cy.  1009.  Tl 
public  may,   without  further  compensation,  lay  sewers  in  tl 
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*  highway.     StomJinger  v.  Xewark,  1  Stexc,  Eq,  44^*    ^Vnter-|)ipe.<^, 
*t  seems,  may  be  laid  within  the  highway  as  part  of  the  original 
*^urden,  at  the  legislative  will.     Jersey  City  v.  Hudson,  ?  Beas. 
-^^O,    And   in  the  well-considered  case  of  ]Vrif/ht  v.  OiHeVy  -J 
-^utch,  76 J  the  supreme  court,  Chief  Justice  Green  delivering 
^  heir  opinion,  held  that  the  legislature  might  authorize  a  turnpike 
^^oipany  to  take  a  public  highway  and  construct  its  turnpike 
^*»ereon,  without  niaking  compensation  Co  the  land-owner  whose 
^^nds  were  thus  appropriated.     The  act,  which  was  the  subject 
^^  consideration  in  that  case,  provided  for  the  vacation  of  the 
public  highway  by  surveyors  of  the  highways,  and  it  appeared, 
^^  the  case,  that  it  was  so  vacated  for  the  purposes  of  the  turn- 
pike.   It  also  appeared  that  the  turnpike  company  were  author- 
*2^  to  charge  tolls  for  all  persons  traveling  thereon.     But  the 
^^urt  held  that  the  publi(3  easement  originally  acquired  over  the 
*^nd  was  not  thereby  discharged,  and  although  transferred  to  a 
PHvate  corporation  authorized  to  exact  tolls  from  travelers  and 
^*^j)owered  to  exclude  all  who  did  not  pay  toll  to  them,  remained 
y^t  the  same  public  easement,  and  was  not  an  additional  burden 
^n   the  land  for  which  compensation  could  be  required.     This 
^^cision  it  is  unnecessary  to  vindicate  or  support  in  this  court, 
wcaose,  although  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Carter  was  afterwards 
^versed  (no  opinion  appearing  in  the  reports),  it  is  understood 
^hat  the  reversal  was  upon  other  grounds,  and  that  the  opinion 
^f  the  court  below,  on  the  point  in   question,  was  approved. 
^  DiUeJi,  685 y  note;  State  v.  Laverctck,  o  Vr.  '207 ;  Freeholders  v. 
Bed  Bank  Turnpike  Co,,  J  C,  E.  Or.  (hi     But  I  think  the  deci- 
sion may  well  be  vindicated  upon  plainest  principles.    The  public 
^^meiit  requires  for  its  beneficial  use  the  making  and  mainte- 
^noe  of  a  roadway.     The  legislature,  representing  the  public, 
^y  well  determine  whether  this  shall  be  done  by  the  public,  and 
*^  its  expense,  or  by  a  private  corporation.     In  the  latter  case  it 
^y  give  to  such  corporation  a  right  to  exact  reasonable  tolls,  to 
•^iftonerate  it  for  its  outlay  and  labor.     The  object  is  not  the 
oenefit  of  the  private  corporation.     That  is  merely  incidental. 
The  Peal  design  is  the  public  good  in  the  use  of  the  public  high- 
ly.   If  that  can  be  best  served,  in  the  judgment  of  those  rep- 
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resenting  the  public,  bv  making  a  tunmike  thereon,  it  may  p 
erly  be  done.     Manifestly,  then,  no  aildicional  burden  is  th 
im|)osed  on  the  lan<l-o\vner.    ^^ee,  also,  BencJid  v.  Goity  J  Bcr 
4o9. 

I  do  not  perceive,  therefore,  that  the  use  of  the  higliway  k> 
horse  railroad  comp;iny,  if  lield  to  be  exclusive  of  its  use  to  so 
extent  bv  others,  is  therebv  an  additional  burden  on  the  lar 
Nor  can  I  see  any  inconsistency  in  holding  that  the  land-owa 
is  not  entitleil  to  compensation,  although  the  use  is  more  or  J^ 
exclusive.     Such  use  is,  in  fact,  but  a  modification  of  the  origin 
public  use,  establishe<l  by  the  representatives  of  the  public, 
serve  the  public  purpose  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  up^ 
the  highway.     It  is  for  the  legislature  to  decide  if  this  is 
judieiotis  and  pro(>er  mode  of  use  for  the  public  good.     If  it 
so  consiilered,  then  the  legislature  may  authorize  it,  and  m^ 
limit  and  control  other  public  uses  of  the  highway  for  that  pifl 
p<«se.     So  long  as  the  use  made  is  of  the  same  kind  as  that 
which  the  laml  was  originally  devoted,  the  owner  cannot  coff 
plain  of  any  mod iliitit ions  or  limitations  of  it. 

Let  us  next  inquire  what  rights  a  horse  railroad  compa- 
acquires  by  the  legislation  with  respect  to  other  persons  maki 
use  of  the  highway  in  |iassing  and  re|<issing  thereon.     Are 
lights  merely  tlu>>e  ot'  |^is>age  back  and  forth  u|)on  the  r& 
which  it  h:»s  l)een  |H?rmitteil  to  lay  n|Hm  the  public  highwim^ 
Or  has   it   the  |K)wer  of  excluding  others  fn>m  the  use  of 
mils,  and  if  s<>,  how  far  diH^  that  |K>wtT  extend? 

The  irnint  in  this  i^i<i*  must  l>o  c\>nc»>ded  to  be  of  a  franchi 
It  iniluiUs  the  right  to  lay  dt»wn  tracks,  to  run  carriages  there^ 
to  c:irrv  |v:usscngi^r<.  and  to  exact  tolls.  Such  a  grant  must- 
t^nistnuHl  as  giving  all  the  jH^wcrs  resis^Miably  necessary  to  acco 
plish  i\\o  nianitWt  ohjciH.  J/.  i(*  E.  l\,  R,  Co.  v.  Sussex  R.  /?.  ^ 
t"  (\  A'.  (h\  .'i^.?.  That  it  ^vntains  no  wonls  of  exclusion,  is  * 
of  iMns<H]uon^\\  for  the  grant  of  a  tnuichise.  by  its  intrinsic  for 
is  oxohisivo  against  all  jn^rsonsbut  the  state.  R,  <t  D,  Bay  li*  - 
(  0.  v,  JD.  i{-  /i\  OiM.  (  o„  •>  0.  £".  (tr.  .T^(/.  'u  ^.  As  was  well  sB 
by  Chief  Just itx^  Shaw,  in  CoawnowKCKilih  v.  Tempk,  H  Oi'ay  ^ 
••  The  ai\\>mmiHlation  of  travelers,  of  all  who  have  occasion 
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use   them,  at  certain  rates  of  fare,  is  the  leading  object  and  public 
benefit  for  which  these  special  modes  of  using  the  highway  are 
granted,  and  not  the  profit  of  the  proprietors.''     "The  profit  to  the 
proprietors  is  a  mere  mode  of  compensating  them  for  their  outlay 
of   capital  in  providing  and  keeping  up  this  public  easement.'' 
"  Every  such  grant  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  carry  with  it  all 
incidental  rights  which  are  necessary  to  its  full  use  and  beneficial 
enjoyment.     When  the  grant  has  for  its  object  the  procurement 
^f  an  casement  for  the  public,  the  incidental  powei-s  must  be  so  con- 
strued as  most  effectually  to  secure  to  the  public  the  full  cnjoy- 
nieut  of  such  easement." 

Upon  such  grounds  horse  railroad  companies  have  been  held 
^o  have  certain  exclusive  rights,  because  the  exercise  of  such 
^*ght8  is  plainly  necessary  to  the  existence  and  beneficial  use  of 
^"©  railroad.  Thus  a  horse  car  is  held  to  be  entitled  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  its  track,  so  that  another  vehicle  in  meeting  it, 
'^>  contrary  to  the  usual  rule  of  the  road,  required  to  give  way 
^^^  entirely  remove  from  its  track.  A  similar  rule  is  adopted 
^l^en  the  horse  car  overtakes  a  vehicle  proceeding  in  the  same 
^I'Pection,  or  encounters  a  vehicle  lawfully  stopping  in  the  street 
^^  <JeUver  goods,  &c.  Commonwealth  v.  Tanple,  ubi  sup, ;  State  v. 
.  -P«>%,  31  Iowa  527 ;  Began  v.  Eighth  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  15  N.  Y. 
•ioO^  and  other  cases  cited  in  the  chancellor's  opinion. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  horse  railroad  company  may 
^^^lude  from  its  tracks  the  cars  of  another  horse  railroad  com- 
P^^j,  though  given  authority  to  use  such  tracks  by  the  legisla- 
^^**e,  unless  compensation  is  required  to  he  made.  J.  C.  &  Bergen 
^-  Jt.  Co.  v.  J.  a  &  Hob.  R.  R.  Co.,  5  G,  E.  Gv.  66;  S.  C,  6*  C. 
^>*.  560  ;  Brooklyn  Gent.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  R.  Co.,  32 
^^H.  358  ;  Meirop.  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Quincy  B.  R.  Co.,  12  Allen  262. 
-^Ovrthe  use  of  one  railroad  by  the  cai's  of  another  company  may 
"^  objectionable,  be<'ause  it  is  probable,  and  almost  certain,  that 
^^cli  use  would  be  incompatible  with  its  full  use  and  enjoyment 
"5^  the  company  that  laid  it.  But  it  is  not  difficult  to  conceive 
^*  cases  where  it  would  be  quite  possible  to  run  cars  on  other 
^^Iroads,  at  least  for  short  distances,  without  interfering  with 
*"^  regular  use  of  the  road  by  the  ownere.     And  so  in  the  cases 
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it  cited,  the  ground  of  the  decision  has  been,  not  tiiat  there  ^ 
i  inteH*erence  with  the  full  use  of  the  railraad^  but  that  th< 
ras  such  an  occupation  of  the  |)ro|)erty  an<l  franchise  of  the  n 
-oad  company  as  wa^  manifestly  a  taking  or  appropriation 
pro|>erty  for  which  comiM'nsation  might  be  required,  and  mi 
be  provided.     Siidi  was  the  view  taken  by  Chancellor  ZabrisI 
in  the  case  in  o  C,  E.  Gi\  66,  above  cited.     The  iron  rails 
the  railroad  laid  in  the  street,  he  held  to  be  the  property  of  t 
railroad  company,  not  abandoned  to  the  public  or  to  every  i 
by  those  passing  over  the  street.     Such  use  as  was  incidental  ai 
occasional    was  held  to  be  justified  by  an   implied  i)ermis8i 
arising  from  the  nxnle  in  which  the  track  was  required  to 
laid.     But  such  use  was  held  not  to  include  the  use  of  the  tn 
for  a  competing  traffic  by  the  regular  running,  over  the  rails^ 
cars  or  carriages  adapted  lo  the  track  and  o|)erated  by  a  ri 
com|)any.     When  that  ctise  came  into  this  court  by  appeal , 
dissent  was  expressed  from  the  views  of  the  chancellor.     Tl 
decision  here  virtually  concetled  their  correctness,  so  far  as  t 
right  of  com|XMisation  was  de}KMideiit  on  a  franchise  and  prope; 
in  the  railroad.     But  this  court  held  that  com()ensation  for 
appropriation   of  tiie  proj>erty  had  been  substantially  provi 
for  in  the  legislative  scheme.     See  6  C,  E,  Gi\  557, 

Now  if  a  railroad  company  have  a  pn>perty  in  their  track 
on  the  highway,  and  in  their  franchise  of  ojyeniting  it  for 
which  entitles  them  to  compensation  for  the  use  of  it  by  a 
car  company,  on  what  sul)stantial  ground  can  it  be  denv 
same  right  when  a  like  use  is  made  of  its  track  by  coa^ 
omnibuses  of  com|K'ting  companies?     It  is  true  that  the 
be  a  vast  ditferenc^e  in  the  degree  to  which  a  railroad  c 
would  he  interfiMdl  with,  whether  the  interference  proce 
use  by  cars  ck*  by  ct>aches  nipable  of  l>eing  turncil  off  tl 
but,  so  far  its  the  property  and  franchise  are  concerned, 
ference  is  identicid  in  kind.     The  use  in  each  ciise  is  e 
appropriation  of  projwrty,   which   its  owner  may   res 
com|>ensation  l)e  provided  for  him. 

It  is  urged,  with  great  force,  that  there  is  an  impli 
sion  to  use  the  rails  thus  laid  on  a  public  highway,  t 
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lawfully  passing  over  the  public  road  in  the  prosecution  of  a 
lawful  business,  and  who  do  not  directly  interfere  with  the  pas- 
sage of  the  cars.     It  may  be  conceded  that,  by  the  legislative 
i^uirement  that  the  rails  should  be  laid  and  maintained  on  the 
level  of  the  road  and  of  the  width  of  the  ordinary  wagon  track, 
and  by  the  company's  acceptnnce  of  such  terms  in  the  grant,  some 
permission  to  use  the  rails  is  implied.     It  is  a  permission  not 
emanating  from  the  company,  nor  is  it  revocable  by  it.    It  arises 
from  the  nature  of  the  grant,  and  the  conditions  under  which  the 
tfack  is  allowed  to  be  laid.     So  far  as  its  use,  by  persons  driving 
^or  pleasure,  on  journeys,  or  in  ordinary  traffic  is  concerned,  such 
*'iu  implication  may  well  arise.     Such  use  is  in  no  way  inconsist- 
ent with  the  grant  to  the  company,  and  is  not  destructive  to  its 
■business.     It  does  not  affiict  the  company's  rights  or  franchise. 
It  may  wear  its  rails,  but  that  is  part  of  the  compensation  the 
^napany  gives  the  public  for  its  rights.     But  the  implied  per- 
'Jiission  now  discussed  must  not  be  extended  further  than  is  con- 
^^Htent  with  the  pur[)ose  and  design  of  the  grant  to  the  company. 
That  purpose  was  to  serve  the  public  by  a  use  of  the  publio 
'highway  for  public  travel,  whereby  a  cheap,  convenient  and  regu- 
larly-recurring mo<le  of  carriage  should  be  provided  for  all  pas- 
angers.     For  that  purpose  all  the  powers  of  the  company  were 
given.     Undoubtedly  a  correlative  duty  devolved  on  the  com- 
|>any  to  lay  its  track  and  to  run  its  cars  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public.     Under  such  circumstances,  the  laying  of  the  rails  must 
t^  considered  a  permission  to  use  them  only  so  far  as  such  use  is 
^H>n8istent  with  the  grant  and  its  purpose.     Clearly  the  railroad 
l^as  not  become  part  of  the  street.     The  gills,  ties  and  rails  are 
Uid  on  the  street,  but  they  arc  not  part  of  it.     They  constitute 
^  part  of  the  machinery  for  the  transportation  of  passengers,  and, 
although  placed  on  the  street,  no  more  become  part  of  it  than  the 
^rs  or  carriages  placed  on  the  rails.     Brooklyn  Cent  R.  72.  Co,  v. 
Srooldyn  City  R,  R,  Co,,  ubi  sup.     Retaining  thus  its  property,  no 
l^rmission  to  use  it  will  be  implied,  if  the  use  is  inconsistent  with 
the  grant  and  its  puri>ose.  And  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  its 
^^  for  a  business  competitive  with  that  for  which  the  company 
^as  created,  is  inconsistent  with  the  grant,  and  tends  to  thwart  its 
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purpose  and  to  destroy  the  usefulness  of  the  company  to  i 
public.     Permission  for  a  use  inconsistent  with  the  grant  y 
not  be  implied.     On    the   contrary,   the  implication    is  of 
exclusion  of  such  use. 

The  conclusion  then  is,  that  the  horse  railroad  company,  i 
complainant  below,  acquired,  by  the  grant  contained  in  the  ch 
ter,  a  franchise  and  property  in  its  tracks  when  laid,  whicli 
exclusive  of  the  use  thereof  by  other  persons  or  companies, 
•com{)etition  with  it  in  the  business  of  carrying  })assenger8 
hire. 

The  cases  cited  in  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor  indicate 
almost  univei'sal  acquiescence  in  this  conclusion,  wherever  " 
question  has  been  raised.  In  addition  to  those  cases,  there  w 
be  cited  the  case  of  Buffalo  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Lei(/hton,  in  wb 
iipon  a  state  of  facts  identical  with  this  case,  Chief- Justice  Si 
don,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Buffklo,  at  June  term,  18 
restrained  the  defendant  from  using  the  tracks  of  the  plainfi/ 
railroad  in  the  business  of  carrying  pa&sengers  in  vehicles  of  ai 
<lescription.  The  whole  subject  is  admirably  summed  up  in 
report  to  the  legislature  of  Massachusetts,  made  in  1865,  and 
be  found  in  1  Redf.  on  Railways  3.28. 

Upon  such  a  conclusion  being  arrived  at,  it  is  quite  manifd 
that  the  decree  below  must  be  sustained.  Such  an  interferen 
with  a  franchise  granted  by  the  state,  and  exclusive  in  its  chj 
acter,  as  is  proved  to  have  occurred  in  this  case,  may  be  restrain 
by  injunction,  R,  &  D,  B,  R.  R,  Co,  v.  D.  &  R,  Can.  Cb.j 
(\  E.  Gr.  r>J,0. 

It  may  be  further  remarked  that  any  possible  right  whi 
the  coach  company  may  have  to  the  incidental  use  of  the  rails 
the  use  of  the  stivet,  hns  been  preserved  by  the  decree  and  injur 
tion.  Xo  api)eal  was  taken  on  tlie  part  of  the  complainn 
below,  and  I  have  thought  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  qu 
tion  presented  by  this  limitation. 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

The  object  of  the  bill  exhibited  in  this  case  is  to  prevent 
«se  and  obstruction  of  the  complainant's  horse  railroad,  in 
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city   of  Camden,  by  the  Citizens  Coach  Company,  the  appellant 
ill  tliis  court. 

I   have  had  no  difficultv  in  settling  in  rav  own  mind  what  the 

rights,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  of  the  horse  railroad  com- 

pan3^  are.     The  company  was  duly  chartere<l  by  the  legislature  to 

build  their  road,  and  to  run  (^rs  and  other  vehicles  upon  it,  and 

to  charge  for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property  thereon, 

provided  that  such  charge  should  not  exceed  a  certain  maximum 

sum.     I  regard  this  grant  of  power  as  giving  to  the  corporation 

on  Avhich  it  was  conferred  the  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  this 

roa<l  as  a  railroad.     No  one,  without  its  consent,  can  put  cars  or 

other  vehicles  upon  such  track,  for  the  purpose  of  using  it  as  a 

^•ailroad.     And  further,  as  a  necessary  incident,  this  company 

^^•quired  the  right  of  way  when  overtaking  or  meeting  ordinary 

vehicles. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  no  idea  that,  by  thus  having  laid 

*^bi8  track,  such  company  acquired  the  exclusive  right  to  use  the 

*l^ce  80  occupied,  or  any  part  of  such  space.     That  space  still 

'"^oaained  part  of  the  public  street,  open,  in  its  entire  area,  to  the 

^*^>  in  the  ordinary  way,  of  every  citizen.     Such  citizens,  under 

^uch  conditions,  could  use,  as  a  part  of  the  street,  either  trans- 

^^crsely  or  longitudinally,  the  rails  so  laid.    I  would  refer  only  so 

^'^^  to  the  authorities  as  to  say  that,  with  almost  entire  unanimity, 

**^^y  maintain  this  right  in  the  public  as  against  such  a  chartered 

l^'gbt  as  the  one  now  in  question.     And  it  is  also  obvious  that  it 

'"^  Upon  this  foundation  alone  that  the  legislative  claim,  which 

'*^  been  several  times  sanctioned  by  the  courts  of  this  state,  to 

^appropriate  the  public  streets  to  the  use  of  those  railroads,  with- 

^^^  making  compensation  to  the  land-owners  whose  title  extends 

^^er  the  pro|)erty  so  applied,  can  be  justified.     Nor  does  it  seem 

*"^  ^e  that  any  class  of  persons  is  excluded  IVom  the  enjoyment 

1^*   this  public  right.     A  company  or  a  corporation  engaged  in  a 

^sii^ess  competition  with  that  of  this  railroad  c()m|)any  neither 

^^^  nor  gains  anything  by  such  a  relation.     The  entire  street 

'^  be  used  in  such  a  competition  to  the  same  extent,  and  in  the 

^Ui^  manner,  as  it  is  lawful  to  use  it  in  the  pursuit  of  any  other 

^'^sitieag. 
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Such  being  tlie  relative  rights  of  the  public  and  of  the  rail 
road  company,  the  question  arises  in  this  case  whether,  in  tli 
matters  here  comphiincd  of,  the  rights  of  the  latter  have  bee 
infringed  by  the  appellant.  The  resjwmdeut  complains  that  tli 
ap]>ellant  has  been  using  its  railroad  in  the  transportation  o 
passengers.  The  latter  avers  that  it  has  only  been  using  th 
railroad  in  such  business  as  a  part  of  the  public  highway,  as  i 
had  a  right  to  do.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  question  is  solved  :i 
soon  as  it  is  determined  what  is  a  use  of  the  railroad  and  whii 
a  use  of  the  hij^hway.  The  |>eculiarity  of  the  use  of  the  rail 
road  consists  in  its  continuity ;  the  vehicles  remain  upon  the  rail 
from  one  terminus  to  the  other,  thereby  gaining  the  advantage  ol 
avoiding  the  impeiliments  incident  to  the  uueven  surfaces  ol 
ordinary  road-beds.  But  when  the  railroad  is  used  as  a  part  ol 
the  highway,  there  is  no  such  continuity  of  use.  It  is  true  tha 
on  such  occasions  oixlinarv  vehicles  will  be  run,  for  various  dis 
tances,  upon  the  rails ;  but  such  use  of  them  is  accidental  an< 
intermittent.  I  think  it  results  from  these  definitions  that  whet 
in  the  pursuit  of  any  business,  tiie  wagons  connected  w^ith  it  ar 
run,  by  way  of  preference  and  to  the  largest  extent  pmcticabh 
on  one  of  these  railroads,  such  practice  is  a  use  of  the  railroaii 
Such  use  differs  very  slightly  from  that  which  the  eonipaa 
makes  of  its  own  road.  It  is  true  that,  in  a  wide  sense,  such  us 
is  a  use  of  the  public  street ;  but,  in  the  same  sense,  so  is  that  o: 
the  railroad  company  with  its  cars.  Therefore  it  seems  to  m 
that  where  it  is  a  part  of  the  scheme  of  a  business  to  use  in  it 
prosecuition  the  railroad  track  in  preference  to  the  other  parts  oi 
the  highway,  the  carrying  out  of  such  plan  is  a  use  of  the  rail 
road,  and  is  a  violation  of  the  exclusive  franchise  which  I  hav 
said  is,  in  that  respect,  vestetl  in  the  railroad  company. 

And  this,  I  think,  is  what  has  l)een  done  in  the  present  cas( 
The  evidence  has  satisfied  me  that  the  use  that  has  been  madeo 
the  road  of  this  respondent  by  the  vehitrles  of  the  appellant  he 
been  the  result,  not  of  accident,  but  of  design.  It  has  bee 
quite  clearly  proved  that  there  has  l)een  an  understonding,  eith 
expre&s  or  tacit,  between  the  managers  of  this  coach  compai 
and  their  employees,  that  the  road  of  the  respondent  was  to  1 
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'Coxi'verted   into  one  of   the   efficient   instrnments   of   its    biisi- 

•  lesis;  and  as  was  to  be  expected,  such   understanding  has  been 

l*ut    into  efFet^t,  utterly  regardless  of  the  embarrassments  which, 

**>"    such  action,  were  thrown  upon  the  res[)ondent.     The  road  of 

^ii^    respondent  has  not  only  been  used  by  this  rival  company  to 

^h^    greatest  extent  practicable,  but  has  been  used  in  sucli  a  n»an- 

•^^xr*    as  seriously  to  obstruct  the  convenient  employment  of  it  by 

*^^    owner.   Against  the  continuance  of  such  conduct  the  respond- 

^^t;    had  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  law  for  protection. 

-^e!\.Dd  it  LS  on  this  same  ground  that  it  ap{)eai*s  to  me  that  the 

^^H^f  by  injunction  was  admissible.     These  interferences  with 

^H^    rights  of  the  respondent  being  the  outcome  of  an  organized 

X'^li^i.xi,  could  not  be  sufficiently  remedied  except  by  the  preventive 

l.>OA?ver  of  a  court  of  equity.     Occasional  interruptions  and  inva- 

^^ocis  of  this  franchise,  not  being  parts  of  a  general  scheme, 

'^^oiald  not   have  justified  such  interposition,  as   such   wrongs, 

*^^^ing  both  public  and  private  nuisances,  could  have  been  suf* 

*^^iently  repressed  by  actions  at  law  or  by  indictments.     Under 

^^ch  conditions,  these  latter  methods  of  redress  would  have  been 

^"^  appropriate  and  sole  remedies.     But  such  repressions  would 

^ot  be  adequate  where  the  wrong-doing  proceeds  from  a  concerted 

pua.1]  of  operations,  because,  as  the  remedy  would  be  aimed  at  the 

^flfects,  and  not  at  the  cause,  the  result  would  be  the  inefficiency, 

^^*itli  res|)ect  to  results,  that  in  general  attends  a  great  multiplicity 

"^^   suits. 

X  have  regiirded  these  questions  as  of  considerable  importance, 
^"^^i  have,  on  that  account,  preferred  to  express  my  own  views  on 
^*^e  subject;  and  it  is  in  consequence  of  such  views  that  I  shall 
^"^te  to  affirm  the  decree  rendered  in  the  court  below. 

Decree  unanimousli/  affirmed. 


\ 
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Ephraim  p.  Emsox,  appellant, 

r. 
James  N.  I^awrence  et  al.,  respondents. 


On  iip|)eal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in 
rence  v.  Enisoti, ,}  Stew.  Eq,  67. 

Mr,  Barker  GummerCy  for  ap{)ellant. 

Mr.  FretVk  Kingman,  for  respondents. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

These  procecilings  are  highly  irregular,  but  both  parties  1»    ^ve 
participatdl  in  such  informalities.      An  arbitration  and  a>^      ^rJ 
have  been  decreed  to  be  void,  though  no  issue  lias  been  rii"^  swl 
concerning  tlicm  in  the  pleadings  ;  and  though  one  of  the  [^arr^tjcs 
interested  in  su(*h  award  is  not  l>efore  the  court,  and  the  aW^^rci 
has  betMi  partly  executed,  this  absent  person,  of  couree,  canncfc  I>e 
affectetl  by  the  decree ;  and  as  the  parties  here  present  have  ch^'^^i 
to  try  this  question  as  between  themselves,  I  have  passed  hy"  flW 
niattei*s  relating  to  pleadings  and  procedure. 

With  respfH't  to  the  merits  I  have  had  some  doubts;  bu't-  as 
doubt  is  nut  a  proper  ground  for  a  revei'sid  to  rest  on,  I  shall  "^^ote 
to  allirni  tlio  de<.*ree. 

Decree  unanimously  affii^mecM' 
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Nehemiah  O.  Pillsbury,  assignee,  appellant, 

V, 

James  Kixgox  and  othere,  respondents. 

1-     An  assignee,   under  an   assignment   for  the    benefit    of  the  creditors 

^^  tUe  assignor,  pursuant  to  the  act  entitled  "An  act  to  secure  to  creditor* 

•1^   ecjtial  and  jast  division  of  the  estates  of  debtors  who  convey  to  assignees 

^or    the  benefit  of  creditors"  {Rev.  36)^  may  file  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  prior 

conveyance  of  lands  made  by  the  assignor  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 

'^is  creditors,  if  the  property  so  conveyed  is  required  for  the  payment  of  the 

clainifi  of  creditors,  and  creditors  who  were  intended  to  be  hindered,  delayed 

*nd  defrauded  by  such  conveyance  have  presented  their  claims  to  the  assignee 

lor  allowance. 

^'    Assignees,  under  the  assignment  act,  and  executors  and  administrators  of 

**isolvent  estates,  are  the  representatives  of  creditors,  and,  as  such,  may,  for  the 

^^^fit  of  creditors,  set  aside  conveyances  by  the  assignor  or  the  decedent,  in 

'^ud  of  creditors,  to  the  extent  that  such  property  is  needed  for  the  payment 

^^  debts. 

^-    Garrdson  v.  Brown,  2  Dutch.  4^0j  approved  ;   Van  Keuren  v.  McLaughlin, 
^-  -K  Gr.  ISSy  overruled. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  vice-chancellor,  reported  in 
-^^flsbury  V.  Kingon,  4  Steiv.  Eq,  619. 

^r.  F)*ederich  AdarnSy  for  appellant,  cited — 

Snglehart  v.  Blanjot,  2  WharL  240, 2^4  ;  Buehlet*  v.  GloningeVy 

"^   ^VaUs226;  Thompsmv.  Dougherty,  12  Serg,  &  Rawle  4Jf8 ; 

^oore  V.  Bonnell,  2  Vr.  9 4,  95;    Vandorm  v.  Todd,  2  Gr.  Ch. 

'-"^7  J  Knight  v.  Packer,  1  Beas.  217 ;   Smll  v.  Reevea,  2   Gr. 

^A.  ISI;   State,   Clark,  pros.,  y.  Grover,  8  Vr.  174,176;    Al- 

P^ngh  V.  Robei'son,  12   C.  E.   Gr.  96 ;   Steioart  v.  Kearney,  6 

^^^itts  4.55;   Pringle  v.  Pringle,  59  Pa.  St.  281 ;    In  re  Estate 

^f  Koch,  4,  Rawle  268;    Miller  v.  Mackenzie,  2  Stew.  Eq.  295; 

^te,  New  Jersey  R.  R.  and   Irans.   Co.,  pros.,  v.  Hancock,  6 

'^.  587 ;  Hacketistown  ads.  Swack/iamer,  8  Vr.  192  ;   Gairetson 

^'  Brown,  2  Dutcli,  4^5 ;   Newkirk  v.  Moiris,  1  Beas.  62,  65 ; 
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Wilson  V.  Brown,  1  Beas,  246  ;  Mailack  v.  James,  2  Beas.  126  ; 
Yixn  Keuren  v.  j)fcLaughIin,  6  C,  E.  Or,  163 ,  168 ;  Bayard  v. 
Hoffman y  4  Johns.  (Jh,  450 ;  Swift  v.  Thompson,  9  Conn.  69 ; 
^ixth  Ward  Building  Association  v.  Wilson,  41  ^I*^*  506; 
Nichols  V.  Kribs,  10  Wis,  76  ;  Hays  v.  Doane.,  3  Slock.  84,  88; 
Melville  V.  Mount,  1  Hai-r.  363;  Hunt  v.  Field,  1  Stock.  36; 
Cun-y  V.  Glass,  10  C,  E.  Gr.  108;  Haston  v.  Castner,  2  Stew. 
Eq.  536;  Shurts  v.  HoweU,  3  Stew.  Eq.  4^0;  AtweU  v. 
River  Mining  Co.,  L.  R.,  (7  Eq.)  346 ;  Philhower  v.  Todd, 
Stock.  312,  315 ;  Tucker  v.  Moreland,  10  Pet.  64 ;  Eaton 
Eaton,  8  Vr.  108;  Annin  v.  Annin,  9  C  E.  Oi\  184; 
Jord  V.  Bertholf,  Sax.  460 ;  Phillipsburg  Bank  v.  Fulmer,  Z  T^^^^.^ 
52 ;  Campbell  v.  Nichols,  4  V^*  32 ;  Dewees  v.  Manhattan  Ir^z-^mi^^ 
Co.,  6  Vr.  366. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Ackerman,  for  respondent 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Depue,  J. 

The  complainant  is  the  assignee  of  John  C.  Doremus    ^^knd 
William  L.  Doremus.     The  bill  charges  that  on   the  14tli.     of 
January,  1878,  the  said  John  C.  Doremus  and  William  L.  dore- 
mus, who. were  partners,  executed  and  deliveretl  to  the  compla/o- 


NoTE. — The  following  additional  cases  hold  that  an  assignee  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  may  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances  made  by  his  assignor  before 
the  assignment — in  some  states,  however,  the  power  is  statutory :  KUboume  v. 
Fayy  20  Ohio  St.  CiG^ ;  HaUowcU  v.  Baylies,  10  Ohio  St.  537;  Gibbs  v.  Tkaye^y 

6  CW*.  30;    Blake  v.  Sawin,  10  Allen  340;   Freeland  v.  Freeland,  lOS  MoJ^^- 
475;  Lyndc  v.  McGregor,  13  Allen  172;   Waieri  v.  Dashiell,  1  Md.  455;  Siatf^' 
son  V.  Warren,  55  Me.  IS ;  Shipman  v.  u^lna  /n.«?.  Co.,  29  Conn.  S45 ;  SMbUy 
Long.  0  Band.  735 ;    Chugh  v.  Thompsim,  7  Graft.  26 ;  Staton  v.  PUtman^ 
Grail.  00;  Doyle  v.  Peckham,  9  B.  1.  21;   Sou4hard  v.  Benner,  7S  N.  Y.4Zi 
McMahon  v.  Allen,  55  N.  V.  403 ;   Moncure  v.  Hanson,  15  Pa.  St.  S85; 
V.  BtdUtt,  35  Pa.  St.  308;  22  Alb.  L.  J.  GO,  SI. 

The  following  cases  deny  such  right:  Sere  v.  Pilol,  6  Cianeh  S38 ;  EttahiHt^^^ 
V.  Messersmilh,  IS  TFw.  572 ;   Browning  v.  Hart,  G  Barb.  91 ;  Leach  v. 

7  Barb.  4G6 ;   Maiden  v.  Cidcers,  1  Duv.  1G4 ;    Carr  v.  Oale,  3  Woodb.  ^ 
G8  ;  Flower  v.  Cornish,  25  Minn.  473, 
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t  an  assignmeut  of  all  their  partnership  and  individual  prop- 
yl for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  the  creditors  of  the  firm  and 
d  individual  creditors  of  the  assignors  an  equal  distribution 
the  partnership  and  separate  property  of  the  assignor,  in  ac- 
rdance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  entitled  ''An»act  to  secure 
creditors  an  equal  and  just  division  of  the  estates  of  debtors 
bo  convey  to  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors."  Rev.  36. 
further  charges  that  the  firm  property  enil)raced  in  the  inven- 
ry  does  not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  of  $895.44,  of  which  more 
an  $700  are  book  accounts^  a  portion  of  which  is  probably  un- 
^Ilectible ;  that  the  individual  estate  of  William  L.  Doremus  is 
timated  at  the  sum  of  $654.10,  and  the  individual  estate  of 
^hn  C.  Doremus  at  the  sum  of  $1,200 ;  that  firm  debts  amount- 
's to  $4,345.51,  and  individual  debts  of  William  L.  Doremus 
Counting  to  $204.33,  had  been  presented  to  the  complainant, 
^d  that  the  estate  in  the  complainant's  hands  and  mentioned  in 
^e  inventory  is  insufficient  to  pay  in  full  the  debts  of  the  firm 
"^^sented  to  the  complainant. 

The  bill  further  charges  that  the  said  John  C.  Doremus,  on 

^  16th  of  December,  1877,  was  seized  of  two  tracts  of  land 

'Jate  in  the  township  of  Montclair,  valued  at  $7,000  above  en- 

nbrances,  and  that  on  that  day  he  conveyed  the  sitid  lands  to 

daughter,  Jane  A.  Kingon,  for  a  pretended  consideration ; 

at  the  time  of  the  said  conveyance  the  said  firm  was  hope- 

H  assignee  may  set  aside  a  loortgjige  or  other  conveyance  void  as  to  cred- 

^r  want  of  registration  or  other  defects.     Ilood  v.  We/rA,  58  Chnn.  157  ; 

V.  Tiffany,  25  Ohio  St.  649;    Leland's  Ca^e,  10  Blatch,  SOS;   Barker  v. 

tf  Bank,  Beg.  474;  but  see  WiUianis  v.  Winsoi\  IJ  R.  I.  9 ;  Lockwood  v. 

^€  Ind.  134;  Dorsey  v.  Smiihson,  6  Ifarr.  <t*  Johm.  ill ;   Van  Jleuscn  v. 

17  N.  Y.  580. 

ne  states,  the  assignee  may  affirm  such   fraudulent  conveynnce,  an<I 
•stop  creditors  from  impeaching  it.    Butler  v.  Ilildrethj  fi  Mdc,  4$ ; 
V.  Freelandj  10 J  J/a*j.  4^7;    but  see  Leiman's  Case,  *i^  Md,  225; 
VaUiery  $  Black/.  '245. 

reditors  bring  suit  to  impeach  the  assignor's  deed,  the  assignee  is  a 

mrty.     Jamvson  v.  Chesnut,  8  Md.  34;  Sican  v.  Dentj  S  Md.  Ch.  111. 

er  cannot  recover  dividends  fraudulently  declared  and  paid  by  an 

orporation.     BuUerirorlh  v.  (/Br ten,  39  Barb.  19S ;  see  Lexington 

°k^e,  17  B.  Mon.  41^. 

19 
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lesBlj  insolvent,  l)eing  indebtoil  in  tlic  sum  of  $12,000^  whei> 
the  debts  presented  to  the  complainant  were  parcel ;  that 
said  conveyance  was  contri^etl  and  intended  in  fraud  of  credit:* 
and  that  the  grantee  took  the  said  conveyance  with  knowle> 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  grantor,  and  of  the  fraudulent  purj; 
with  which  the  conveyance  was  made. 

The  prayer  in  the  bill  is  tliat  the  said  fraudulent  conveyai 
may  be  set  a*<ide,  and  that  it  may  be  decreed  that  the  premises 
fraudnl*»nHy  conveyed  away  were  the  property  of  the  said  Jo 
C.  Doreinus  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  of  i 
signment,  and  became  equitably  vested  in  the  complainant  aac 
the  dee<l  of  assignment.     To  this  bill  a  demurrer  was  file<l. 

Concisely  stated,  the  case  is  this :  A  conveyance  of  propertr 
an  insolvent  debtor,  in  fraud  of  his  creilitors  ;  a  subsequent  iisst£ 
ment  by  the  debtor  fortlie  benent  of  creditors,  pursuant  to  the 
signment  act,  under  which  creditors  who  were  hindered,  delaj 
and  defrauded  by  the  conveyanw,  have  presented  their  claims 
allowance,  and  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  insH 
cient  to  pay  tlie  claims  of  creditors  in  full,  without  resorting 
the  property   previously  conveyed  away  by  the  debtor.     1 
question  on  the  demurrer  is  whether,  under  such  circum.stanc 
the  assignee  has  a  standing  in  ctmrt  to  set  aside  the  fraudule 
conveyance,  and  rejich  the  property  conveyed  away  by  the  debt 


The  proceedings  for  the  collection  of  claims  against  the  estates  of  deceti*" 
art'  himihir  to  those  against  tho  e^taten  of  voluntary  assignors  {Gijford 
Black,  J*  hid.  444 )i  and  hence  it  has  been  said  that  an  assignment  by  a  <<< 
cedent  void  a^  to  his  creditors,  leaves  or  vests  the  property  assigned,  as  iss^ 
ill  the  h.mds  of  his  executor  or  administrator  {J  WtM.  on  Exn,  1079;  aD^ 
cases  are  tliere  cited  from  Mass.,  S.  C,  Tenn.,  N.  IL,  X.  Y.,  Mich.,  Li^  M^- 
Vi.,  P:i.,  Tex.,  Me.  and  Conn. ) ;  but  such  right,  in  some  of  the  stales  mention*'' 
is  statuitiry,  and  in  other  stales  is  denied.  Dorsey  v.  Stnithmn^  0  Harr.  ^ 
JuhM,  *jl ;  Snodgrass  v.  Andrewt^,  iiu  Mm.  4^'^  ;  McLaughlin  v.  McLaugkliMf  *'- 
Mo.  24-^;  Brown  v.  Finley^  J^'  Mo.  373 ;  Merry  v.  Freemon,  44  Mo.  518;  0»' 
tniiiif  V.  CauAcy,  3  Ired.  Eq.  -^4*^  ;  Ordmntuix  v.  Helie,  3  Sand/.  Ck.  oli;  B^' 
jamin  v.  Le  Baron,  lo  Ohio  ''»17  ;  Cbm.  v.  Richardson,  S  B.  Moh,93;  CroAfJl^' 
De  (JraffenreUl,  ICf  Ga.  Jitu ;  Beak  y.  Hall,  JJ  Ga  431 ;  Choteait  v.Jwe*,^^ 
///.  3(^f;  BeeU  v.  SauJtrr,  S7  III.  olS  ;  King  v.  Clarkt,  2  HiWs  Ch.  611;  Wi^ 
V.  Barnetty  31  Miss.  0o3 ;  Sharp  v.  Caldwell,  7  Humph.  4-lo ;  Lataiier  v.  CoU,^ 
Humph,  an  ;  Martin  v.  Martin,  1  Vt.  01 ;  Peaslee  v.  Barney,  1  D.  Chip.  SSI, 
Bank  of  V.  K  v.  Ihirke.  4  Blarkf.  I4I ;  HiU«  v.  Sherwood,  4S  Oil.  SS6;  Otisrf 
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in  fi-aud  of  creditors,  for  the  purpose  of  applying  it  iu  satisfac- 
tion of  the  claims  of  creditors. 

No  rule  of  law  is  better  settled  thau  that  a  conveyance  in  fraud 
of  creditors  is  good  as  between  the  parties  to  it.     The  statute  of 
IS  Eliz.  c.  5,  which  makes  void  grants  and  conveyances  con- 
trived iu  fraud,  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors, 
is  in  express  terms  limited  to  those  persons  whose  actions,  debts, 
damages  or  demands  are  or  may  be  hindered  or  defeated   by 
such  covinous  or  fraudulent  devices  and  practices.     Mev,  ^7 
§  12,    It  is  equally  clear  that  such  conveyances  are  also  unassail- 
able by  those  who  hold  a  derivative  title  from  the  fraudulent 
grantor,  and,  in  virtue  of  their  title,  become  simply  representa- 
tives of  his  interests.      An  heir  or  devisee  of  the  fraudulent 
grantor  is  exclusively  the  representative  of  the  latter,  and  suc- 
ceeds only  to  his  rights.     In  no  sense  can  the  heir  or  devisee  be 
^^nsidered  as  representing  those  whose  interests  are  intended  to 
•^  defrauded ;  and  on  the  plain  construction  of  the  statute  he  is 
disabled  from  taking  advantage  of  its  provisions.     The  executor 
^r  administrator  of  a  solvent  estate  stands  in  the  same  position. 
As  .such,  he  is  also  the  representative  of  the  fraudulent  grantor, 
^d  has  no  power  to  recall  a  fraudulent  grant  of  chattels  for  the 
oenefit  of  the  grantor's  estate.     The  same  disability  will  rest  upon 
^  assignee,  who,  in  virtue  of  the  instrument  of  transfer,  becomes 
^^f^\y  the  representative  of  his  grantor,  and  succeeds  only  to  the 
eights  of  the  latter. 

The  material  question  for  present  consideration  is,  whether 
otiose  who  hold  by  a  title  derived  from  the  grantor,  but  who,  in 
virtue  of  that  title,  become  the  representatives  of  the  creditors  of 


^'  Waiiofruony  S6  Mo.  190;  Cobb  v.  Norwood,  11  Tex.  556;  Hunt  v.  Butter- 
*'>»^  SI  Tex.  ISS ;  Hammetl  v.  Harrison,  1  Phila.  S4O) ;  even  where  the  repre- 
•^tative  alleges  that  he  is  also  a  defrauded  creditor  {Moody  v.  Fry,  3  Humph. 
^;  CuUraine  v.  Qiusey,  3  Led.  Eq.  246)  ;  see  further  Bate  v.  Graham,  11  N. 
^.  W  ;  ^Smith  V  Pollard,  4  B.  Mon.  66  ;  Cooky  v.  Brown,  30  Iowa  4^0  ;  Badger 
T.  Story,  10  y.  H.  168. 

Bat  if  the  fraudulent  grantee  has  been  appointed  executor  or  administrator 
^qoitj  may  grant  relief  against  him.    Hampson  v.  Sumner,  IS  Ohio  444; 
(^tm  V.  Tucker,  20  Qa.  452 ;  Doolittle  v.  Bridgeman,  1  Qreene  (Iowa)  265; 
Skan  V.  Bogen,  3  Bam.  <Xi  Ad.  362.— B,ef. 
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the  grantor,  as  a  class — as,  for  instance,  the  executors  < 
istrators  of  an  insolvent  estate,  or  an  assignee  for  the 
the  grantor's  creditors — may  not  be  alloNved,  in  the  ii 
creditors,  to  have  a  standing  in  court,  to  avoid  the  f 
grants  and  conveyances  of  the  debtor  for  the  benef 
creditors. 

The  leading  case  on  this  subject  is  Howes  v.  Leader^ 
270.  In  that  case  the  defendant  was  the  administrat 
Thomas  Cookson.  The  plaintiff  averred,  in  his  declara 
the  said  Cookson,  for  £20  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  grant< 
goods  mentioned  in  a  schedule,  and  covenanted  that  h« 
roinistrators  &c.,  should  safely  keep  and  quietly  delive 
the  plaintiff  on  demand,  and  bound  himself  in  £40  foi 
formanoe  of  that  covenant.  Cookson  died,  and  the  pla 
raanded  the  goods  of  the  defendant,  who  had  become 
trator,  and  being  refused,  brought  his  action.  The  < 
pleaded  the  statute  of  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  and  further  said  th 
testate,  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  was  indebted  to  diver 
in  several  sums  (naming  both  the  persons  and  the  si 
that  the  deed  of  gift  was  made  of  fraud  and  covin  betw: 
son  and  the  plaintiff  to  deceive  his  creditors  named ;  tl 
son  used  and  occupied  all  the  goods  during  his  life,  am 
rainistnition,  after  his  death,  was  committed  to  the  d 
The  plaintiff  demurred,  and  assigned  as  grounds  of  dem 
that  it  was  not  averred  that  the  debts  due  were  un|)a 
creditors  named ;  (2)  that  the  plea  did  not  show  that 
debts  were  due  by  specialty,  for  an  administrator  was  ; 
to  debts  if  they  be  not  upon  specialty  ;  (3)  that  the  g( 
liable  to  the  creditors  in  the  plaintiff's  hands,  as  an  ex 
son  tort,  if  the  deed  of  gift  be  fraudulent;  (4)  that 
might  never  sue  for  their  debts,  and  then  the  defenda 
thereby  justify  the  detainer  of  the  goods  forever,  and  (5 
defendant  was  not  such  a  person  as  is  enabled  by  the 
plead  that  plea,  for  the  statute  makes  the  deed  void  t 
creditors,  but  not  against  the  party  himself,  his  execul 
ministrator.  On  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  it  was 
for  the  plaintiff. 
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It  will  be  perceived  that,  in  the  case  cited,  the  action  was  at 
law,  and  the  pleading  being  entirely  wanting  in  the  averments 
necessary  to  put  the  interests  of  creditors  in  the  issue,  the  decision 
iu  principle  went  no  further  than  holding  that  an  administrator, 
as  such,  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  statute  where  the  rights  of 
-creditors  do  not  appear  to  be  involved.     Certain  it  is  that,  by  a 
long  line  of  decisions,  it  has  become  settled  law  that  a  convey- 
ance of  chattels  made  by  a  debtor  in  fraud  of  his  creditors,  is  void, 
and  the  property  conveyed  is  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts.     S 
Wms,  en  Exra.  1679.     At  common  law,  creditors  might  con- 
sider ihe  fraudulent  donee  as  an   executor  de  son  torty  if  he 
took  the  goods  into  his  possession  after  the  death  of  the  donor. 
But  it  was  not  considered  that  the  rights  of  creditors  dei>ended 
^together  on  that  mode  of  proceeding;  for  it  was  adjudged  in 
-8«ttrf  V.  Stanhope,  Oro.  Eliz,  810 ,  that  if  the  gift  of  goods  be  in 
itself  fraudulent,  and  the  covin  is  expressly  found  by  the  jury, 
^ten  it  is  utterly  void  against  the  creditors  by  the  13  Eliz,  c.  S, 
^^i  the  intestate  died  possessed  of  them ;  and  when  the  donee 
^^k  them  it  was  a  trespass  against  the  administrator  for  which 
•*e  hath  his  remedy,  and  they  were  always  assets  in  his  hands, 
'''^here  A,  being  indebted  to  B,  made  C  his  executor,  and  died, 
'"^^  C,  the  executor,  promised  B,  on  good  consideration,  that  if 
"6  could  discover  any  goods,  parcel  of  the  testator's  estate  at  the 
^ime  of  his  death,  he  should  have  his  debts  satisfied  thereout, 
^Qd  the  question  was  whether  a  lease  for  yejirs,  conveyed  to  a 
^'tranger  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  fraudulently,  should,  in 
'*w,  be  parcel  of  his  estate  at  the  time  of  his  death  or  not,  it  was, 
yy  the  whole  court,  resolved  to  be  parcel  of  the  testator's  estate 
^  the  time  of  his  death,  for  the  lease  was  void  against  creditors, 
4non.,  ^  RolL  17S»     Mr.  Roberts,  in  his  treatise  on  Fraudulent 
Conveyances,  says : 

"Wherever  a  man  makes  a  frftudiilent  gift  of  his  goods  and  chattels,  and 
*^ies  indebted,  the  rule,  upon  the  statute  of  Eliz.  c.  .>,  has  always  been  to  con- 
''^e  the  gift  as  utterly  void  against  all  his  creditors,  and  the  debtor  to  have 
^^  in  full  possession  with  respect  to  tlieir  claims,  so  that  the  effects  are  jiist  as 
Aioch  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  personal  representatives,  as  to  creditorH,  as  if 
iJO  soch  attempt  to  alien  them  had  been  made."    Boberts  on  Fraud.  Om.  59t, 
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In  Shears  v.  Rogers,  3  B,  &   Ad,  362,  the  defendant    v^-as 
the  i^rson  to  whom  the  lease  had  l>een  assigned  by  the  testa  t,  cr 
in  his  lifetime,  in  frand  of  his  creditors,  and  who  afterwaixk  ix*- 
<»ame  his  executor;  hut  none  of  the  judges  mentione<I  the  /2a<^*t 
that  tlio  defendant  might  have  lx»en  held  liable  as  executor  de^^^^ 
tort^  except  Pattison,  J.;  and  Lonl  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  puts  !»** 
dtrision  on  the  ground  that  "  the  authorities  show  that  whenew^^'" 
u  man  makts  a  gift  of  goinls  whicii  is  fraudulent  and  void     ^^ 
against  cit^litors,  ami  dies,  he  is  considered  to  have  died  in  Hi-*^* 
|Hi(^\*4Mion,  with  rt»sj>ect  to  the  claims  of  creditors,  and  the  goo*^* 
ttrt>  assets  in  the  hands  of  his  exei*utor." 

In   Shtttis  V.  Roytrs  and    Btilid  v.  Stanhope,  the  qaestmon 
niHwr  under  pleas  of  piene  adminUtravU.      The  issue  on  tk^^so 
pln\»  ailmitUni    that  the  goods  and    chattels  fraudulently  oc^i)- 
v*\v*'il    l»v   the  dtwaseil  were   needed   to   pay  debts.      In  tlj^ 
iv«|H*ol  tlii>se  I'ases  are  distinguishable  from   Hawes  v.  Leader- 
In  NAt((/v*  V,  /i<H/t/\^*  the  hase  had  been  assigned  by  the  testator 
to  \\w  dormdant,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator  during 
hiM  \\i\\  and  utter  his  death  for  the  benefit  of  one  of  the  testator's 
dau^htciN-iii  law.     Tiie  detVudant,  after  probate  of  the  will,  and 
U'ti»re  he  htul  noiiiv  of  the  plaintiff  *s  debt,  delivered  the  deed 
of  as'ii^.ninrut  to  ihe  husliaud  of  the  daughter-in-law.     He  di*' 
not  df  HvtT  the  key  \\(  the  Itmsehold  premises,  but  the  premises 
wen*  let  hy  the  hnsl^and  to  a  tenant.     In  Bethel  v.  Stanhope,  th^ 
testator  made  a  git't  of  his  giKxls  to  his  daughter  by  covin,  to 
detraml  his  crotlitors,  and  died.      The  defendant  intermeddle^ 
with  the  g'wls,  and  at'ier\^"anls  the  daughter,  by  this  gift,  to<>^ 
poss^iN-aii^n  of  the  gixnls,  and  after  that  the  administration  wi»^ 
committed  to  the  defendant  as  executor.     These  cases  affirm  th^ 
power  of  the  executor,  acting  in  behalf  of  creditors,  under  eon'^ 
circnmstances,  to  avoid  i^onvevanivs  bv  a  testator  in  fraud  o^ 
his  creditors.     In  Imth  aist*s  the  giKxls  so  conveyed  away  wer^ 
held  to  l>e  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor — ^a  result  whicli  '^ 
not  snpposable  if  the  executor  had  no  power  to  retain  or  recov^^ 
them,  in  avoidance  of  the  conveyance  of  the  testator^  by  setting 
op  the  fact  that  they  were  granteil  away  by  the  testator  in  fwo^ 
of  his  creditors. 
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A.t  common  law,  there  could  be  no  executor  de  son  tort  where 
?re  was  a  rightful  executor  or  administrator,  and  it  was  only 

give  substantial  effect  to  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  that  a  vol- 
tary  donee  of  chattels  was  considered  chargeable  as  an  executor 

so7i  forty  if  he  took  possession  of  them  after  the  death  of  the 
nor.  Roberts  on  Fraud.  Con.  69),  Such  a  representative  of 
ieoeased  where  there  is  a  rightful  executor  or  administrator,  is 
terly  out  of  place  in  our  system  of  administration  upon  an 
solvent  estate  and  the  distribution  of  its  assets  among  ered- 
3rs,  In  such  a  condition  of  the  estate  of  a  decedent,  the  right- 
d  executor  or  administrator  is  generally  the  representative  in 
let  of  creditors,  and  of  cralilors  only,  an<l  alone  has  the  capacity 
>  take  the  steps  necessary  under,  the  statute  to  effectuate  an  equal 
listribution,  among  the  creditors  of  an  insolvent  estate,  of  the 
assets  which  may  be  made  available  for  the  payment  of  debt.s. 
If  creditors  should  sue  the  fraudulent  donee,  as  executor  de  son 
^j  or  should,  by  virtue  of  an  execution  on  a  judgment  against 
^he  rightful  executor  or  administrator,  levy  on  the  chattels  so 
granted  away,  priorities  would  be  obtained  contraiy  to  the  policy 
^f  the  statute  for  the  distribution  of  the  assets  among  the  cred- 
itors. In  Holland  v.  Ci-uft,  20  Pick.  321,  328,  the  right  of  the 
^niinistrator  of  an  insolvent  estate  to  set  aside  a  convevanct^ 
DJade  by  the  intestate  in  fraud  of  creditors,  was  deduced  from 
Aefact  that,  in  such  a  condition  of  the  estate,  the  administra- 
tor is  the  trustee  and  representiitive  of  creditors,  and,  as  such, 
•Day  stand  upon  their  rights,  and  assert  claims  which  the  intes- 
^te  himself  could  not  have  asserted  ;  and  that  deduction  was 
founded  upon  the  proceedings  for  the  seltlement  of  insolvent 
^tes,  in  which  the  executor  or  administrator  is  regarded,  in  the 
ai«t  instance,  as  the  trustee  and  representative  of  the  creditors, 
8nd  only  secondarily  the  trustee  for  heirs  or  personal  represeu- 
^tives.  Though  one  who  pans  with  liis  property  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  creditors  cannot  recover  it  back,  his  per- 
sonal rep i*esen tali ves  may  sne  for  it  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  if  his  estate  be  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts.  Stewurt 
7.  Kearney,  6  Watts  453 ;  Buehler  v.  Gloninger,  2  Id.  226 ; 
Bouslough  V.  Boxidough,  68  Pa.  St.  495,  499;   EvereU  v.  Head, 
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0  y.  IL  JJ;   JW-off  V.  Tn»fifv.  IS  Id.  109;  Orm  t. 

01  hi  4S6;  Fldchrr  v.  HUm^,  iO  Me.  S€4  ;  McLram  v.  Wt 
61  Id.  277,  65  II  ^77  ;  «*,  alro,  Andruss  v.  DooBtOe^  11  Om 
L'SJ;  Babcoch  v.  Boc^h.  ?  HiR  ISl^  186;  FlagUr  v.  JW«irf, 
iStnr,  Eq,   'tis  ;  and  caf«s  ditd  in  Mj.  Peridni^^s  note  to  J  ITi 

on  Exrs.  i:<:  [;67,'5]. 

In  a  CMHirt  <»f  law,  in  ordioanr  cases,  hy  proof  at  tlie  trial 
bv  the  pntdu^iifui  of  a  dei-ree  of  ihe  OT\>\mns  cooit,  and  al^ 
in  a  <>>urt  ot"  equity,  lite  <v»Dditi<»n  <»f  tlie  estate  maj  be 
tained,  and,  if  u^  )>e.  a  olas^^iiication  arrived  at  of  the  credit 
\tIio  are  and  wIm>  are  iM.»t  emltied  To  the  benefit  of  the  Stat t& 'Cr^^; 
and  oil  the  seitltmeiit  «»f  ihe  e>tat<e,  the  assets  mav  be  so  vrm, 9^  j- 
shaled    and  admiui^iered,  br  withholding  from   heirs,  lega^^s-<es 
and  next  of  kin  all  advantagt>  aiding  from  the  avcHdance  of   t:  lie 
acts  of  the  de^vdent.  aji  lo  give  efftxt  to  the  policy  of  the  statu 
which  denies  u*  surb  repivseniatires  the  jmwer  to  avail  theJ 
selves  of  \i<  }>r<»vi-ic»ii>  for  setting  aside  the  fraudulent  grasmte 
and  <^»nveyance>  of  the  defeased.     The  <«Hes  on  tliis  head  in 
I'ourts'  of  <»ur  sister  state>  are  not  in  hannonj  ;  but  I  think, 
jiriuciple  and  j^'mkI   )K»li<*v,  the  executor  or  adminiistrator  maj 
considered  as  the  representative  of  creilitcirs  for  the  purpose  ^^^ 
bringing!:  •»uil^  to  re-.xtver  |>ro}>erty  fraudulently  conveyed  awas^^ 
bv  the  de^-ea-ie^K  when  Mich  j»roj>erty  apfiears  to  be  required 
the  jiayuient  of  hi-  del)l^,  and  that  such  property,  when  reco^ 
ered,  will   l>e  treated  as  .i>?<*t%  in  the  hands  of  the  executor 
administrator,  <»nly  for  tlie  ]»ur[>«»st:  of  paying  debts.    Where  tlrT 
projH  rty  h^>    illegally   di>p'i>(Hl    i»f  ^'<>nsi^ts  of  lands  on  whic 
debtii  IxtH^nne  li»-ns  by  statuie,  and  which  may  be  subjected  to  ttrr 
l>avnient  of  deb!>  l»v  a  rretliiur  filimr  a  bill  in  behalf  of  bimseU 
and  other  crediioi>   illn^^nn   v.  Cnstnrr,  4   '^^^-  Eq,  69Y)^  i)r 
execut<ir  or  admini.-trator,  Uf..n;'  he  i-an  put  himself  in  |)Ositi(y 
to  give  him  a  ^t;inding  for  the  pur|»o><*  of  reaching  such  proj 
erty,  nm>t  ohtain  an  oixler  of  the  pn»]HT  ct»un  for  the  sale  < 
land>  for  the  j>ayment  of  debts,     Khvjf^nry  v.  ttlldyS  N. 
SO  ;   IfrinJnrfiter  v.  Drhtkwaicr.  ./  ilatsa,  ->JJ, 

Cases  more  directly  in  |K>int  with  the  case  in  liand  are  tl 
decided   under  the  insolvent  acts  of  1   Geo.  IV,  c  119,  ar 
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K  I  r,  c.  67.  Ill  Butcher  v.  Harrison,  i  B.  &  Ad.  129,  the 
ignees  of  an  insolvent  under  the  insolvent  act  were  held  to  be 
>a^riies  grieved,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  IS  Ellz,  c.  5, 
o  as  to  enable  them  to  recover  of  the  insolvent  and  others, 
>a.rties  to  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  the  penalty  given  by  the 
»tii.tute;  and  in  Doe,  GHvinby  v.  Ball,  11  M.  &  W.  631,  the 
^^ssignce  of  an  insolvent  was  adjudged  capable  of  recovering  lands 
>^liich  the  insolvent  had  previously  conveyed  away  in  fraud  of 
^r^<3itors.  In  both  these  cases,  the  assignee  was  regarded,  for  the 
Purposes  of  the  suits,  as  the  representative  of  the  cre<litors  of 
^1^^  insolvents.     In  the  case  last  cited,  Parke,  B.,  said : 

*  I  think  that  the  assignee  of  an  insolvent  debtor  represents  the  creditoi-s 
^^^  ^1  purposes,  and  if  any  fraud  exists  in  a  transaction  to  which  the  insolvent 
^^*^  a  party,  that  the  assignee  may  take  advantage  of  it.  A  deed  which  is 
^*^*<i  as  against  creditors  is  void  also  as  against  those  who  represent  creditors." 

-Alderson,  B.,  also  declared  that  "  if  a  deed  be  void  as  against 
^^t^^itors,  the  assignee  who  represents  creditors  may  avoid  it." 
^*^  NorcuU  V.  Dodd,  1  Cr,  &  Ph,  100,  a  bill  by  an  assignee  in 
^'^solveniy  was  sastained,  the  object  of  which  was  to  set  aside 
^  Volantary  alienation  of  pro|)erty  of  the  debtor,  who,  at  the 
^*nae  of  such  alienation,  was  insolvent.  In  the  later  case  of 
holmes  V.  Penney,  3  K,  &  J.  90,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff 
^^  a  creditor  and  also  as  an  assignee  in  insolvency,  to  impeach  a 
^ttlement  by  a  debtor  in  fraud  of  creditors;  and  in  considering 
^he  question  of  parties,  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  said : 

**  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the  assignee  in  insolvency  to  sue  in  this 
^^^^^  In  Do^  Grimsby  v.  Ballj  Baron  Parke  and  the  present  lord  chancellor 
^^cided  that  an  assignee  in  insolvency  might  propi'rly  represent  all  the  cred- 
*^*^  in  proceedings  to  set  aside  an  instrument  which  any  of  the  creditors 
^>ght  have  instituted." 

In  the  two  cases  first  cited,  the  assignment  was  made  untler 
^he  act  of  1  Geo.  IV,  c.  119  ;  in  the  other  two,  under  the  act  of 
'  Geo,  IV,  c.  67,     In  none  of  the  cases  was  the  decision  placed 
^^  any  language  in  the  statute  sj)ecially  empowering  the  assignee 
^0  avoid  the  fraudulent  conveyances  of  the  assignor.     In  fact. 
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nt^ither  or"  th«»e  ^rir^re*  ^-  ar^Jioel  auy  express  provision  /or 

setrio:,;  asi«ie  •.rar-vTir.Hf-i  .-r  ihe  a.'^i^nor  in  fraud  of  credit oiv, 
and  that  taut  wu>  u- >i;.x>sc-:-.:llj  i»nsM*\l  upon  the  attentioxi  of 
the  court  by  dhr  o^-unsi.'.  wrb^  iriTi^l  a^inst  the  authority  of*  t**^ 
assignee  :•>  exrrt'is*:  tha:  p»-«vr.  Tise  capacity  of  the  assignee  ^^ 
appear  in  ci;*urt  :\r  :r.;t:  i'<:rt''se  wa*  in  express  words,  or  io 
eniially  adju*i^^:  i>n  ;:.r  i:nHin..i  thai  the  assignee  of  an  insolv 
was  the  repn.^?5<ntii::ve  -k*  on?dit'^rii.  aud,  as  such,  was  entitled  ^ 

liike,  for  ihiir  Ur.rri:.  thr  ?ame  advantage  of  the  statute 
£liz;Ux'ch  as  the  o^t^ii:o^s  ^i^ht  iiave  taken.     This  view  isoc^^^-^ 
spionously  ap|Kirent  in  thv  rvniarks  of  Baron  Parke  during 
argument,  anil  in  his  iuiiirmtnt  in  Dt\  Grimsby  v.  Bell, 

A  trust«.v  or  :is«iJi:m'e  in  iiu!*>lvencv  has  been  considered  as 
rcprosentativo  of  the  i*t\>iitor?  of  the  debtor,  and,  as  such, 
titK\l  to  avoid,  in  tlio  inrertsis  ot  oni-ditors,  his  grants  and 
vovanit^   mado    in    fniud   of  on.-«litors.     Stcifl  v.  Thompson 
Conn,  (it :   l\t  h  /  j  o'  v .  7'.v  tU'S  \  J  "^  Co  nn,  ,^>  ^  /  Shipinan  v. 
Inn.  Co.,  J'^  liL  ^\j->  ;   ^^^•n^rur^  v.  Harrison^  15  Pa,  St.  3S3. 

In  lioijtn'd  v.  i/rri.i.jH,  J   J^Utns.  Ch,  4^0,  Chancellor  K_^^*^ 
dtvidixl  that  an  a^sipumnt  of  all   the  debtor's  estate,  real  «:»►"" 
pei*sonal,  in  trust  fi»r  all   his  c're*lit<»rs.  included  stock  which     ^  •"' 
debtor  had  l»et\»n»  that  voluntarily  assigned,  to  the  injury  of       '"^ 
cretlitors,  autl  iliat  the  a><i:rnee  niiirlit  file  a  bill  to  set  aside     "^■*** 
fraudulent  transter  tor  the  U^netit  of  the  creditors.     That  ^j^*** 
has  lxH»n  c<»nsidereil  as  overruleil  by  the  c<.>urts  of  New  Yorlc,  *" 
Slonn  v.  IhtirnjMii,  I   S{X}i(h\  Ch.  7.>.>,  and  BroumtU  v.  CSn^^^^^y 
10  Paif/e  Jiff;  but  its  weight  as  the  opinion  of  an  eminent  e<i*'''.^' 
judge  is  not  im|>aireil  by  the  overruling  ciises.     Storm  w,Dav^' 
itort    was    n-sted    on    Mackiv   v.   Cairns,  o    Oow,   !H7 — a    csi^ 
whi<*h   Ujn-  upon  the  question  very  remotely,  if  at  all ;  an«    '^ 
iWtnmvU  V.   ('iiriiH^  Chancellor   Walworth   founds   his  opiDi^^** 
(rli it'll V  on   ()nhorne  v.  J/o*w.  7  Johns,  16 L  which  was  an  acti*^" 
at  law  against  an  administrator,  and  in  its  circumstances  identic^* 
with  llawvH  V.  Leculer.  alrea<lv  «>mmented  on. 

An  assignment  under  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  sl*'*^ 
din'ers  in  most  im|)ortant  {particulars  from  an  aasignnient  loaC^^ 
by  u  debtor  at  common  law  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.    I^^ 
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title  indicates  the  legislative  purpose  to  establitih  a  system  for 
»eoiaring  an  equal  and  just  division  of  the  estates  of  debtors 
anaong  their  creditors,  and  that  purj>ose  is  clearly  evinced  by  the 
proirisions  of  the  act.     At  common  law,  a  debtor  might  assign 
the   whole  or  a  portion  of  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  or  a 
purft  of  his  creditors.     By  our  statute,  an  assignment  under  the 
act;     transfers  all  the  property  of  the  assignor,  whether  it  be 
described  in  the  inventory  or  not.     In  form,  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment is  in  the  most  general  terms  in  its  description  of  the  prop- 
erty assigned,  and  the  property  of  the  assignor  passes  by  the 
Jissignment,  though  it  be  not  included  in  the  inventory  annexe<) 
to     it,  if  it  be  comprehended  within  the  general   terms  of  the 
assiignment ;  and  to  be  valid  under  the  act,  the  assignment  must 
be    for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  and 
all    preferences  of  one  creditor  over  another  are  forbidden.     At 
common  law,  an  assignment  by  a  debtor  to  his  trustee  to  pay  his 
del>t8  might  be  rescinded  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  debtor 
^T^d  the  trustee,  where  the  creditors  had  not  directed  the  assign- 
nieiit  or  assented  to  it  or  changed  their  situation  in  consequence 
of  it.    Bill  V.  Cut-etm,  )2  Myl  <t  K,  oOS ;    Garrard  v.  Lawler- 
^e,  S  Sim,  1 ;  Colyear  v.  Midgrave,  2  Keen  9^,  note  1,     A 
«eed  of  assignment  under  the  statute,  executed,  delivered  and  ac- 
<*pted  by  the  assignee,  creates,  ipso  facto,  a  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  not  to  be  surrendered  or  destroyed  except  by  their 
consent,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  execute  it  by  appointing  new 
troatees,  if  necessary.      Scidl   v.   Reeves,  2   Gi\   Vh.  84,181; 
^fpaugh  v.  Roberson,  12  C,  E,  Gi\  96,     Under  such  an  assign- 
ment, the  trustee,  at  common  law,  was  compelled  to  use  the  as- 
signor's name  in  suits  to  recover  the  proj)erty,  or  upon  the  choses 
m  action  assigned.     By  the  statute,  the  assignee  may  bring  suit 
^  his  own  name.      At  common  law  the  indebtedness  of  the 
^gnor  was  discharged  only  to  the  extent  of  actual  payment  ont 
^  the  proceeds  of  the  proj)erty  assigned,  unless  otherwise  ex- 
P'^ly  stipulated.     By  the  statute,  the  assignor  obtains  a  full 
^eaae  and  discharge  as  to  all  creditors  who  come  in  under  the 
assignment.     The  entire  proceedings,  under  a  statutory  assign- 
'^^nt,  are  regulated  by  the  statute.     The  act  requires  the  dee<l 
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of  assignment  to  be  recorded,  and  prescribes  minutely  the  d 
of  the  assignee.     He  is  to  exhibit  to  the  surrogate  of  the  pi 
county  a  true  inventory  and  valuation  of  the  estate  assig 
give  security  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  trust;  give 
lie  noti(;e  of  the  assignment ;  make  report  of  the  claims  of  cr 
ors ;  make  sale  and  conveyance  of  pro|)erty ;  present  his  aoc 
to  be  audited  and  approveil  by  the  court ;  and  the  court 
by  citation  and  attachment,  compel  the  assignee  to  proceed 
the  execution  of  his  duties  until  a  final  settlement  and  disti 
tion  shall  be  made.     Creditors  who  come  in  under  the  asi 
ment  and  exhibit  their  demands  for  a  dividend,  are  barre 
their  debts  unless  they  can  |)rove  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  d< 
with  res|)ect  to  the  assignment  or  in  concealing  his  estate. 

A  comparison  of  the  statute  with  the  Englisli  insolvent 
will  disclose  the  similarity  of  these  several  acts  in  all  res 
material  to  this  investigtitiou.  Under  each  system  the  assi 
derives  his  title  under  an  assignment  which  is  the  voluntar 
of  the  debtor.  In  the  one  instance,  he  is  induced  to  make 
assignment  by  the  exj>ectation  of  relief  from  imprisonment 
the  other,  by  the  hope  of  obtaining  a  full  discharge  fron: 
debts.  The  l^al  effect  of  the  language  of  the  assignment  i: 
same  in  both  instancies,  except  that  the  position  of  the  de 
in  the  one  case,  raises  a  presumption  that  he  is  at  that  time 
able  to  ]>ay  his  debts  in  full,  and  that  part  must  be  made 
subject  of  proof  aliunde  in  the  other,  there  is  nothing  in 
situation  of  the  assignor,  or  in  the  form  of  the  assignment, 
would  make  the  assignee  tiie  representative  of  creditors  in 
instance  and  not  in  the  other.  In  Moore  v.  Bofiiiell,  2 
DOy  95 J  tlie  chief-justice  said  : 

"  It  is  (liflicnlt  to  perceive  how  an  assignment,  voluntarily  made  by  a  d 
l\)r  the  bfiK'lit  of  his  crcilitor,  difibrs  in  substance  from  one  executed  nnd< 
compulsion  of  an  insolvent  or  bankrupt  law.  *  *  *  There  is  to  niv 
scarcely  a  shade  of  difference  l)etween  the  coercion  of  circumstances  imp 
a  failing  del)tor  to  wind  up  his  aflairs,  and  that  li<iuidation  brought  abo 
a  creditor  taking  the  initiative  and  proceeding  against  him." 

Regarding  the  substantial  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  doc 
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of  the  English  courts,  with  respect  to  the  representative  cliaracter 

of  the  assignee  of  an  insolvent,  may  very  proijerly  be  applied  in 

favor  of  an  assignee  under  the  assignment  act,  and  the  latter  be 

regarded  as  representing  creditors  so  far  as  to  enable  him  to  take 

proceedings  in  their  behalf,  to  set  aside  conveyances  in  fraud  of 

creditors,  where  such  property  is  needed  for  the  payment  of  debts. 

^uch  of  the  argument  against  the  power  of  the  assignee  to 

prosecute  suits  in  that  behalf  for  that  purpose,  was  based  on  the 

thirteenth  and  twenty-first  sections  of  the  act,    I  am  not  disposed 

to  give  as  much  effect  to  these  sections  as  was  given  to  them  in 

the  court  below.     The  thirteenth  section  gives  the  assignee  the 

^anie  power  to  dispose  of  the  estate,  real  and  ])ersonaI,  assigned^ 

tts  the  debtor  had  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  with  power  to 

settle  and  compound  with  any  person  concerning  the  same,  to 

i^ecleem  mortgages  and  conditional  contracts,  and  generally  to  do 

^batsoever  the  debtor  might  lawfully  do  in  the  premises.     It 

further  authorizes  the  assignee  to  sue  for  and  recover  in  his  own 

*^tne  everything  belonging  or  appertaining  to  the  said  estate, 

^^^  and  personal,  of  the  said  debtor — language  which,  in  view 

^f  the  purposes  of  the  act,  may  legitimately  be  construed  to  em- 

"Jtttse  all  property  which  may  be  made  available  for  the  payment 

^f  debts.     Considering  that  the  assignment  creates  a  trust  for  the 

*^oefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  and  that  the  legislative 

Purpose  was  to  secure  an  equal  and  just  division  of  the  Ci^tate  of 

^be  debtor  among  his  creditors,  a  construction  less  comprehensive 

^Ul  defeat  the  legislative  purpose.     In  virtue  of  the  trust  so 

^^'^ted  the  assignee  becomes  the  representative  of  and  actor  for 

^'^itor8,and  his  powers  should  l)e  so  construed  as  to  enable  him 

^  carry  into  full  effect  the  purpose  which  the  statute  designed. 

^U  the  English  insolvent  acts,  under  which  assignees  are  allowed 

^  avoid  the  fraudulent  grants  and  conveyances  of  the  debtor,  the 

POM^r  of  the  assignee  to  sue  in  his  own  name  is  granted  "  for  the 

'^verj',  obtaining  and  enforcing  any  astate,  effects  or  rights  of 

^Uch prisoner" — language,  in  legal  effect,  identical  with  that  con- 

Wned  in  the  thirteenth  section  of  our  assignment  act.     In  Gav^ 

'■^feoii  V.  Browfij  2  Dutch.   J^Oy  Jastice   Potts  construed  this 

Nction  aa  enabling  the  assignee  to  sue  for  property  fraudulently 
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CDnveveil  awav  bv  the  debtor,  and  to  recover  it  for  the  use  of  tk.  ^« 
creilitors  who  should  present  their  claims. 

The  twenty-fiRit  section  creates  a  liar  of  subsequent  suits  ^ata 
ogiiiiist  creditors  who  have  ci>me  in  under  the  assignment,  lial^^c 
to  be  rt^nioveil  only   by  pn»of  of  fraud   in  the  debtor  "wi'^:-b 
res|H»ct  to  the  said  assignmeut,  or  in  concealing  his  estate,  real  ^z»r 
j>ei'8oiml,  whether   in   ^Missesssion,  held  in  trust,  or  otherwise - 
This  lanjruay:e  manifestly  has  reference  to  the  conduct  of  t 
debtor  in  conuei'tion  with  his  assignment,  and  has  no  relevan 
to  prior  ci>nveyances  in  fraud  of  creditors,  unless  such  property 
might  W  made  available  to  creditors  under  the  assignment; 
it  is  not  to  l>c  sup)Kiseil  that  the  legislature  would  visit  on 
debtor  the  |>enalty  of  a  forfeiture  of  his  discharge  for  not  4  »^ 
closing  to    his   assignee   pn>|>erty   which   the  assignee  had    ^""^ 
ca|mcity  to  take  under  the  assignment.     The  (>aragraph  in  tlr»'^ 
se(!tiou  which  saves  the  rights  of  creditors  who  do  not  choose      ^^ 
exhibit   their  claims,  as  to  the  pniperty,  real  or  i>ersonal,  r^^^ 
assigniil,  wirries  with  it  an  implication  that  there  anight  be  ^tC^V 
erty  which  would  not  pass  under  the  assignment;  but  I  do  r^^^* 
think  that  this  expression  should  be  allowed  to  overcome  fc  ^^ 
unmistakable  evidence  on  the  fai-e  of  the  statute,  that  the  assi^^*'' 
meiit  should  embnu^e  all  the  projx^rty  of  the  debtor,  and  tt^*^ 
creditors  should  Ik^  pla<etl  on  the  f(K)ting  of  [)erfect  equality       ^^ 
the  division  of  the  debtor's  pn)|)erty,  or  that  it  was  intended       ^^ 
give  cretlitors  who  staytxl  out  an  advantage  over  those  who  ca*:*^ 
in  under  the  assignment. 

Nor  will  any  embarrassment  be  ex|)erienoed  in  the  fact  tl^* 
the  property  which  has  fniudulently  been  conveyed  away  jm^J 
l)e  in  excess  of  what  is  rt^juireil  for  the  payment  of  debts.  ^^^ 
is  indicatwl  in  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Miller  v.  Mackeno/T^  ^ 
Stew.  Eq,  201^  such  fraudulent  conveyances  will  be  set  aside  ^^ 
further  than  is  necessary  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  demands 
creditors,  and  the  surplus,  if  there  be  any,  will  not  be  rested 
to  the  fraudulent  debtor,  but  will  be  returned  to  the  grantee  *^ 
whom  the  fraudulent  conveyance  was  made. 

In   Garretson   v.  Browfiy   Justice   Potts,   in   delivering 
opinion  of  the  court,  held  that  the  assignee  might  stie  for 
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the  use  of  creditors,  pr-^perty  which  the  debtor  had 
y  conveyed  away.  These  views  were  not  expresseti 
recise  point  in  issue  in  the  case.  But  the  case  turned 
the  effect  of  the  prior  fraudulent  conveyances  of  the 
•n  the  validity  of  the  assignment,  and  it  is  highly 
lat  the  powers  of  assignees  over  such  fraudulent  cou- 
ntered into  the  discussions  of  the  able  counsel  who 
I  the  case,  and  received  a  careful  consideration  by  the 
e  decision  of  the  supreme  court  was  affirmed  in  this 
the  opinion  here,  if  any  was  delivered,  is  not  reported. 
^.  In  Van  Keuren  v.  Mclxiughlin,  6  C  E,  Gr,  163 y 
2iabriskie  adopted  a  different  view,  and  without 
0  Garretson  v.  Brown ^  held  that  the  assignee  could 
lin  a  suit  to  avoid  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  the 
hat  a  deed,  though  void  as  against  creditors,  was  valid 
he  assignee.  We  think  that  the  views  of  Mr.  Jus- 
eith  respect  to  the  rights  of  an  assignee  under  the  act 
3t,  and  that  Van  Keuren  v.  McLaughlin  should  be 

Decree  unanimously  revei'sed. 


William  W.  Conover 

V. 

Margaret  Ruckman. 

uity  judge  has  allowed  an  interlocutory  injunction,  which  after- 
appears  to  him  to  have  been  improi)erly  allowed,  he  may,  of  his 
;et  it  aside  at  any  time  without  any  notice  having  been  given  of 
1  to  dissolve.  The  statntp,  requiring  eight  days'  previous  notice 
I  dissolve  an  injunction,  has  reference  to  applications  to  dissolve 
rty.  But,  on  api>eal  from  an  order  of  dissolution,  made  under 
ances,  the  appellate  court  will  consider  only  the  reasons  assigned 
elow,  for  its  judicial  action. 

in  the  hands  of  a  sheriff,  raised  by  him  in  pursuance  of  a  decree 
f  chancery,  are  liable  to  seizure,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment. 
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3.  Crane  v.  Freese,  1  Harr.  305^  and  Davis  v.  Mahany,  9  Vr,  104^  approved , 
iS%Mm  y.  Zimmermany  5  Znh.  150^  and  Hill  v.  Beach,  1  Beas.  31,  explained. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  vice-chancellor,  reported  i 
Conover  v.  RuchnaVy  5  Stew,  Eq,  685, 

Mr.  Chilion  Rabbins,  for  appellant. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  raises  two  questions : 

1.  Whether  money  due  on  a  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery, 
or  about  to  be  paid  to^  or  paid  to  a  sheriff  on  an  execution  in  his 
hands  to  raise  money,  issued  out  of  the  court  of  chancery,  is  the 
subject  matter  of  attachment,  and  can  be  attached  as  a  right  and 
credit  of  the  defendant  in  attachment. 

2.  Whether  an  injunction  can  be  dissolved  without  notice,  and 
upon  motion  to  disrni^  the  bill  for  want  of  equity. 

Upon  the  first  question : 

It  is  abundantly  established  that  an  attaching  creditor  has 
such  a  lien  as  will  enable  him  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances 
or  judgments  affecting  the  property  attached.  Hunt  v.  FUld,  J 
Stock,  4B ;  WiUiams  v.  Michei\m\  Id,  520 ;  Oaldy  v.  Poundy  I 
MeOaii.  180;  Robert  v.  Hodges^  1  C,  E.  Gr.  299;  Curry  v. 
Glass,  10  a  E.  Gr,  108;  Rev,  4^  U  1  8 ;  p.  U  §§  15, 
17 ;  Shinn  v.  Zimmerman,  3  Zab,  150 ;  Crane  v.  Freese^  1 
Harr,  405 ;  Davis  v.  Mahany,  9  Vr,  104;  Hill  v.  Beach,  1 
Beas,  47 ;  Tuimer  v.  Fendall,  1  Ci^anch  116  ;  Armistead  v.  Phil- 
pot,  1  Doug.  231;  Maxwell  v.  McGee,  1  Cash,  137. 

Upon  the  second  question  : 

The  rule  is  plain,  that  "  notices  of  motions  to  dissolve  injunc- 
tions shall  be  served  eight  days."  Rtde  I4O.  And  so  is  the- 
statute,  ^'  that  neither  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction,  nor  anjr 
other  special  motion,  shall  be  heard  unless  eight  days'  notice 
exclusive  of  Sunday,  and  the  day  of  service  shall  have  been 
given,  &c."     Rev,  120  §  86, 

No  notice  was  given  of  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  in 
this  case.  Without  such  notice  and  motion,  the  action  of  tbe 
vice-chancellor  was  not  warranted.     Manhattan  Manfg,  and  Fer^ 
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zing  Co.  v.   Van  Keurin,  S  C.  E.  Gr.  251 ;  8  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 

86. 

**  No  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  before  answer  shall  be 

tertained,  except  on  the  ground  of  want  of  equity  in  the  bill." 

ule  W2. 

Jlr.  Jacob  Weart,  for  respondent. 

The  money  due  on  this  decree  and  execution  in  favor  of  the 
^pondent,  cannot  be  attached  as  the  property  of  Elisha  Ruck- 
irD,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit  either  as  complainant  or 
Tendant  in  the  court  of  chancery,  which  court  ordere<l  the 
>ney  to  be  raised  for  the  respondent.  Conner  v.  Weber,  12 
un  580  ;  Thurber  v.  Blancky  50  N.  Y.  80. 
Money  due  on  a  decree  of  the  court,  is  not  a  subject  matter  of 
:achmenty  and  an  attachment  served  upon  money  due  on  a 
cree  and  raised  bv  execution  is  void.  Black  v.  Black,  5  Stew. 
?.  75 ;  Shmn  v.  Zimmerman^  3  Zab.  150 ;  Maxwell  v.  McGee, 
'  Cudi.  137  s  Hill  v.  Beach,  1  Bean.  47;  Crane  v.  Freese,  1 
t^rr.  305 ;  Davis  v.  Mahany,  9  Vr.  10^;  Turner  v.  Fen- 
//,  1  Cranch  116  ;  Ross  v.  Clark,  1  DalL  35 Jf ;  Tliompson  v. 
•<wm,  17  Pick.  462;  Drake  on  Attachments  §§  251,  505,  506  ; 
^  John  Pan'otVs  Case,  Cro.  Eliz.  63 ;  Kerr  v.  Bmoer,  Cro, 
iz.  186  ;  Voorhees  v.  Sessions,  34  Mich.  99  ;  Lif/htner  v.  Steina- 
•,  33  III.  515  ;  Reddick  v.  Smith,  3  Scam.  451 ;  Wilder  v.  Bailey, 
Mass.  289  ;  Dawson  v.  Holcomb,  1  Ohio  275  ;  Morin  v.  Haxo- 
',  9  Mo.  382. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  creditor  at  large  has  no  standing  in 
X)urt  of  equity  by  a  cre<litor's  bill  until  he  has  a  lien  at  law  by 
dgment,  and  has  issued  an  execution  and  had  it  returned 
satisfied.  This  principle  is  so  general  that  no  citation  oi* 
thority  is  required  to  support  it. 

In  this  state  there  is  a  class  of  cases  holding  that  a  creditor 
'  attachment  may  acquire  such  a  lien  by  attachment  as  to  sup- 
►rt  a  creditor's  bill.  Hunt  v.  Field,  1  Stock.  36;  Williams  v. 
iishenor,  S  Stock.  620 ;  Robert  v.  Hodges,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  299 ; 
Ukr  V.  Jamison,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  41,  11  C.  E.  Or.  4O4 ;   dm^y 

20 
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V.  Glass,  10  a  E.  Or.  108 ;  Thurber  v.  Blanck  d  cU.,  50  N.  Y. 
t)0 ;  Mechanics  and  Traders  Bank  of  Jersey  City  v.  Dakin,  ^^ 
y,  Y.  519. 

The  injunction  should  also  have  been  dissolved  for  want      ^^ 
equity  in  the  bill.    Austin  v.  Brown,  1  Han\  268, 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Depue,  J. 

Mar^ret  Ruck  man  obtained  a  decree  in  a  foreclosure  s«J'^ 
wherein  she  was  complainant,  and  John  Dom  and  his  wife  w^w 
defendants.     Her  bill  was  filed  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  made  ^ 
her  by  Dom  and  wife.     Upon  the  decree,  execution  was  issued, 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Monmouth,     The  sheriff 
had  advertised,  and  was  about  to  sell  the  mortgaged  premises,  to 
raise  the  money  due  on  the  decree.     Conover  sued  out  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  of  the  county  of  Monmouth  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment against  Elisha  Ruckman,  as  a  non-resident  debtor.     The 
writ  was  directed  to  the  coroners  of  the  county,  and  was  served 
on  the  sheriff  with  a  view  of  attaching  the  money  due  upon  the 
decree  as  the  property  of  Elisiia  Ruckman. 

In   this  condition  of  affairs,  Conover  filed  a  creditor's  bill 
against  Elisha  Ruckman,  Margaret  Ruckman,  and  the  sheriff, 
charging  that  the  nioney  for  which  the  said  mortgage  was  given, 
was  the  money  of  Elisha  Ruckman,  and  that  the  mortgage  was 
taken  in  the  name  of  Margaret  Ruckman  for  the  pur|)0se  of  cov- 
ering up  and  concealing  the  property  of  Elisha  Ruckman,  with 
the  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.     On  filing  this  bill,  duly 
verified,  an  injuction  was  granted,  enjoining  the  sheriff  from  iiay 
ing  any   money  raised,  or  which  might  be  raised,  on  the  said 
execution,  to  the  said  Margaret  Ruckman,  or  any  other  perewij 
except  to  pay  it  into  the  court  of  chancery.     A  motion  was  made 
to  dismiss  the  bill,  on  notice,  and  without  any  answer  being  filed, 
for  want  of  equity  in  the  bill.     The  motion  to  dismiss  was  denied, 
but  the  vice-chancellor,  of  his  own  motion,  dissolved  the  injimo- 
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The  appellant  assigned,  as  one  reason  for  reversal,  that  the 
der  dissolving  the  injunction  was  irregular,  in  that  it  was  made 
ithoutthe  eight  days'  notice  of  a  motion  to  dissolve,  prescribed 
''  the  eighty-sixth  section  of  the  cliancery  act.  Rev.  120,  This 
ason  cannot  prevail.  If  the  equity  judge  lias  allowed  an  inter- 
cutory  injunction  which  afterwards  clearly  appears  to  him  to 
ivebeen  improperly  allowed,  he  may,  of  his  own  motion,  recall 

at  any  time.  Inasmuch  as  it  was  in  his  discretion,  in  the  first 
istance,  to  refuse  the  injunction,  he  may,  in  his  discretion,  set 
^ide  the  allowance  of  it  if  he  is  Siitisfied  that  it  should  not  have 
een  allowed.  The  section  referred  to  has  reference  tjo  appli- 
ations  to  dissolve  made  by  a  party.  But  on  appeal  from  an 
>rder  of  dissolution,  made  under  such  circumstances,  the  appel- 
ate court  will  consider  only  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  court 
below  for  its  judicial  action. 

The  vice-chancellor  vacated  the  injunction  in  this  instance,  on 
the  ground  that  moneys  in  the  hands  of  a  sheriff,  raised  by  him 

• 

^n  pursuance  of  a  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery,  are  not  liable 
t^  seizure  by  process  of  attachment,  and  that  the  plaintiff  in  the 
Jittachment  suit,  by  the  service  of  the  writ  on  the  officer,  acquired 
^0  rights  in  or  lien  upon  the  moneys,  and  consequently  had  no 
<3ise  which  would  give  him  a  standing  entitling  him  to  the 
assistance  of  the  court. 

In  Oi-ane  v.  FreesCj  1  HajT,  305,  the  effect  of  the  service  of  a 
^it  of  attachment  on  moneys  in  the  hands  of  an  officer,  which 
he  had  raised  by  process  of  execution,  was  adjudicated  upon  by 
''i€  supreme  court.  Freese  was  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
"arren,  to  whom  an  execution  had  been  issued  out  of  the  court 
of  common  pleas  in  favor  of  Aymar,  against  one  Swayze.  Crane 
sued  out  of  the  supreme  court  a  writ  of  attachment  against 
Aymar  as  a  non-resident  debtor.  The  writ  of  attachment  was 
delivered  to  Freese  as  sheriff,  and  was  returned  by  him  with  a 
%rtificate  that  he  had,  by  virtue  of  that  process,  attached  all  the 
j'lKxls  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  of  the  defendant  in  attach- 
neut,  viz.,  money  in  his  own  hands,  collected  by  him  as  sheriff  on 
n  execution  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  attachment,  against 
Iwayze.     The  case  was  submitted  to  the  supreme  court,  on  a 
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state  of  the  case  agreed  on,  for  its  opinion  thereon.  The  coui 
held  that  the  money  in  the  sheriff's  hands  could  not  be  attache 
as  the  money  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  for  the  reason  tba 
it  could  not  become  his  money  until  it  was  paid  over  to  him,  ^ 
in  some  other  way  designated  as  his,  or  appropriated  exclusivcl 
to  his  use.  But  the  court  also  adjudged  that  the  writ  of  attad 
ment  was  well  served  on  the  moneys  due  the  plaintiff  in  tl 
execution  and  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  as  rights  and  credits  of  tl 
defendant  in  attachment  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff;  and  tl 
duty  of  the  officer,  in  that  event,  was  pointed  out.  He  was 
obey  the  command  of  the  writ  of  execution  under  which  1 
raised  the  money — bring  the  money  into  the  court  out  of  whk 
the  execution  issued,  and  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  in  tl 
attachment,  or  to  the  creditors,  that  he  had  done  so;  and  tl 
court  would  then  control  the  application  of  the  funds,  and  pr 
tect  its  officer  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  in  the  case  referred  to,  the  process 
were  out  of  different  courts — the  writ  of  execution  being  issue 
out  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and  the  writ  of  attachnien 
out  of  the  supreme  court.  The  court  was  of  opinion  tba 
moneys  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  collected  by  him  by  executioi 
were  rights  and  credits  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  withii 
the  meaning  of  the  attachment  act,  and  were  subject  to  seizure  a 
such  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment  against  the  plaintiff  i' 
the  execution.  Money  received  by  an  officer  under  process  oi 
execution  may  be  collected  of  him  by  action  at  the  suit  of  tl» 
plaintiff  in  execution  [Saoell  on  Shffa,  436;  Dale  v.  JSircA,  < 
Camp.  347)y  and  come  witliin  the  legal  definition  of  rights  an< 
credits  as  much  as  debts  due  from  private  individuals.  Tb 
court  expressly  held  that  such  moneys  were  liable  to  seizure  bj 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  execu 
tion,  as  rights  and  credits  belonging  to  him,  and  that  the  coui 
would  gi  ve  effect  to  the  service  of  the  writ  of  attach  ment  on  th 
officer  witli  respect  to  such  moneys  in  such  a  manner  as  not  t 
involve  a  disobedience  by  him  of  the  command  of  the  wi 
under  which  the  money  was  raised.  The  writ  of  wire  /aci 
issued  against  the  sheriff  as  garnishee  was  dismissed,  for  tl 
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reason  that  it  would  lead  to  embarrassment  and  confusion  to 
permit  one  process  of  the  court  to  intercept  moneys  raised  on 
another  while  in  the  hands  of  the  officer ;  but  it  was  ordered 
that  the  sheriff  should  bring  the  moneys  into  court,  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  creditors  in  attachment,  if  no  claim  to  them  para- 
mount to  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execntion  should  be 
interposed. 

Orane  v.  Freese  has  never  been  overruled,  or  doubted,  or 
<5alled  in  question,  in  any  adjudication  in  the  courts  of  this  state. 
It  has  been  cited  without  any  expression  of  dissent  from  its  con- 
clusions, and  was  directly  approved  and  followed  in  the  recent 
<a8e  of  Davis  v.  Mahany,  9  Vr.  IO4,. 

The  mode  of  procedure  adopted  in  Crane  v.  Freese  has  gener- 
ally been  regarded  as  the  settled  practice  in  this  state,  and  has 
Wn  quite  uniformly  followed  in  similar  cases.  The  vice-chan- 
<*llor,  conceiving  that  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  on  this 
<)neBtion  were  conflicting,  felt  bound,  in  making  the  order  appealed 
from  bv  what  he  considered  to  be  the  course  of  decision  in  the 
court  of  chancery. 

An  examination  of  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  this  state  on 
^his subject  will  not  disclose  any  disagreement  with  Crane  v.  Freese 
^n  this  {larticular. 

In  S/a'/in  v.  Zimmerman,  3  Zab.  150,  the  attachment  was  is- 
^aed  against  the  plaintiff  in  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  courts 
<>f  Pennsylvania,  and  was  served  on  tiie  defendant  in  that  judg- 
'nent.  The  question  for  decision  was  stated  by  Chief-Justice 
Green  to  be  "  whether  a  judgment  recovered  in  another  state  can 
!«  attached  under  the  law  of  this  state  for  the  relief  of  creditors 
against  al)8ent  or  absconding  debtors."  The  jurisdiction  within 
^hich  the  judgment  was  recovered,  and  the  person  on  whom  the 
^rit  of  attachment  was  served,  distinguish  this  ease  from  Crane 
V.  Freese,  The  situation  of  tlie  ]>artios  was  such  that  the  course 
<^f  procedure  adopted  in  that  case  could  not  be  followed.  The 
<'efen(lant  in  the  attachment  had  recovered  his  judgment  in  an- 
^r  jurisdiction,  and,  as  the  chief-justice  said,  there  is  *'  no  rule 
^  law,  no  consideration  of  policy  or  courtesy,  which  would  or 
<>»>gbt  to  induce  any  court  of  Pennsylvania  to  suspend  its  process 
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and  to  withhold  from  one  of  its  own  citizens  the  recovery  of  n 
debt  adjudged  to  be  due,  because  after  the  recovery  of  the  jiiclg- 
ment,  the  debt  has  been  attached  under  the  process  of  tli"* 
state."  He  further  remarked  that  "  it  was  obvious,  moreover, 
that,  if  executions  may  thus  be  arresteti,  it  would,  with  respect  t<> 
judgments  in  this  state,  as  well  as  elsewhere,  present  a  ready 
mode  of  embarrassing  the  administration  of  justice  and  delayiog 
the  process  of  the  courts." 

The  views  expressed  by  Chief-Justii*e  Green  in  Shinn  v.  Zti^" 
meitnan   are   not  inconsistent  with    those  expressetl  by  Chi**** 
Justice  Horublower  in  O'ane  v.  Freese.     They  are,  in  effect,  tl*^ 
same  as  induced  tlie  court  in  the  latter  case  to  deny  the  power  of 
the  attaching  cretlitor  to  have  the  attachment  levied  on  moneys 
in  the  officer's  hands,  to  be  recovered  of  him  by  proceedings   on 
scire  facuis — the  embarrassment  and  confusion  which  would  ari-*^ 
from  {)ermitting  one  process  of  the  court  to  intercept  moneys  rais*<l 
on  another  while  in  the  hands  of  an  officer — a  difficulty  which  wa** 
obviated  by  the  mode  of  procedure  at  that  time  adopted.      I'^ 
Black  v.  Black,  o  Slew,  Eq.  7\^y  the  writ  of  attachment  wasservel 
on  the  defendant  in  a  chancery  suit,  against  whom  there  was  a 
money  decree  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  su'^' 
Service  of  the  writ  in  that  manner  directly  interfered  with  tho 
power  of  the  court  of  chancery  to  carry  into  effect  one  of  its  own 
decrees,  and  the  service  was  declareil  inefficacious.     In  Hill  v. 
Beach,  1  Beas.  31,  lands  held  in  trust  for  a  firm  were  sold  under 
a  mortgage,  and  the  attachment  was  served  upon  the  surplus 
money  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  after  he  had  j^aiu 
over  to  the  complainant  in  the  decree  the  amount  due  him,  and 
which  the  sheriff  was  ordered  by  his  \vrit  to  bring  into  court. 
The  chancellor  held  that  this  money  might  be  attached,  and  pi't>' 
tected  the  lien  which  was  thus  acquired.     In  his  opinion,  the 
chancellor  observes  that  the  case  in  hand  was  unlike  a  case  i«* 
which  money  was  paid  into  court  under  a  decree  or  judgment,  and 
by  that  decree  decided  to  belong  to  a  particular  individual ;  hu*' 
that  observation  was  made  with  a  view  to  distinguish  that  case  froB^ 
Shinn  v.  Zimmerman.     The  question  whether  money  adjuclgec* 
to  be  due  to  the  defendant  in  the  attachment,  by  a  judgment  o^ 
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ecree,  was  liable  to  seizure  under  an  attachment  against  him,  was 
lot  before  the  court. 

The  practice  established  in  Crane  v.  Freese  has  been  followe<l 
00  long  to  be  disturbed.  It  is  a  practice  which  is  in  furtherance 
>f  the  policy  of  the  attachment  act,  which  tlie  legislature  has  de- 
clared "shall  be  construed  in  all  courts  of  judicature  in  the  most 
liberal  manner  for  the  detection  of  fraud,  tlie  advancement  of 
justice,  and  the  benefit  of  creditors "  {Rev.  55  §  75),  and 
effectually  guards  against  einbarraasments  arising  from  conflict- 
ing or  opposing  jurisdictions.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Scud- 
der  on  this  topic  in  Davis  v.  Mahany  is  so  full  and  exhaustive 
that  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  it,  and  to  express  our  concur- 
rence in  his  reasoning,  and  in  the  conclusion  he  arrived  at. 

We  think  this  practice  should  be  applied  to  the  service  of 
^rits  of  attachment  on  monevs  raised  under  decrees  in  chancerv, 
Mid  in  the  hands  of  officers  by  virtue  of  executions  issued  thereon. 
Between  a  decree  in  chancery  and  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  law 
there  is  no  material  difference  in  the  nature  of  the  adjudication. 
An  each  a  court  has  adjudged  that  the  money  found  to  be  due  is 
due  and  payable  to  the  successful  party.  Nor  do  the  executions 
thereon  differ  in  any  important  particular.  By  the  execution  on  a 
decree,  the  sheriff  is  commanded  to  make  the  money  by  the  sal« 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  in  some  manner  otherwise  desig- 
nated, and  pay  it  over  to  the  complainant  or  his  solicitor ;  the 
execution  on  a  judgment  at  law  commands  the  sheriff  to  make 
the  money  recovered  by  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  defend- 
^t,  and  to  have  it  in  court  on  the  return  day  to  render  to  the 
plaintiff.  Service  of  a  writ  of  attachment  on  the  sheriff  having 
the  money  in  hand  will  have  no  greater  tendency  to  create  em- 
harrassments,  or  interfere  with  the  proceedings  of  the  court  in 
one  case  than  in  the  other.  Under  the  course  of  practice  pursue<l 
in  Cra?i«  v. -Freeze,  the  money  will  be  paid  into  the  court  by 
^riue  of  whose  process  it  was  raised,  to  be  withdrawn  only  by 
the  order  or  decree  of  that  court.  The  injunction  order  in  this 
Q^,  in  effect,  merely  required  the  money  to  be  paid  into  the 
owirtof  chancery,  to  be  disposed  of  as  that  court  might  direct. 
The  only  difference  in  tiie  situation  of  affairs  in  Crane  v.  Freest 
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and  in  the  present  case  is,  that  in  the  former  case  the  attache 
was  issued  against  the  plaiiitifT  in  the  execution,  and  in  this 
it  issued  against  a  third  person.  The  fact  that  the  title  to 
property  attached  is  nominally  in  a  third  person  is  no  obsl 
in  the  way  of  proceeding  against  it  by  a  writ  of  attache 
against  it  as  the  property  of  the  real  owner.  Considering 
nature'of  the  bill  filed  by  the  complainant,  the  object  of  his  \ 
and  that  the  entire  pr()cee<lings  are  in  a  court  of  equity,  we  tl 
that  no  difficulties  or  embarrassments  can,  under  such  circ 
stances,  arise  out  of  conflicting  jurisdictions. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  moneys  represented  by  the  de 
were  the  moneys  of  the  defendant  in  attachment,  covertly  pui 
him  in  the  name  of  the  complainant  in  fraud  of  his  crediton 
contravention  of  the  statute  concerning  fraudulent  conveyana 
a  statute  which  Lord  Mansfield  said  "cannot  receive  too  lil 
a  construction,  or  be  too  much  extended  in  suppression  of  frai 
Cadogan  v.  Kinmef,  Cowp.  ^^?,  4-^9,  The  bill  further  charges 
the  mortgagee  instituted  the  foreclosure  suit,  and  conducted 
a  final  decree  to  carry  that  purpose  into  effect.  It  prays 
that  frau<lulent  scheme  may  be  arrested,  and  the  money  so 
gaily  attempted  to  be  diverted  from  the  payment  of  honest  c 
be  appropriated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of  the  credi 

The  case  made  by  the  bill,  if  sustaine<l  by  evidence,  is 
that  specially  commends  itself  to  the  consideration  of  a  coui 
equity  for  the  relief  asked,  if  it  can  be  granted  consistently 
the  rules  and  practice  of  the  court.  As  a  creditor  at  large 
t'omplainant  could  have  no  standing  in  court  to  enable  hii 
]>rt'S(nt  his  case;  but  we  think  ho  might  acquire  that  j)ositio 
a  writ  of  attachment  against  the  fraudulent  debtor,  pro| 
served,  and  the  service  of  such  a  writ  may  be  made  on  a  sli 
to  whom  the  execution  on  a  chancery  decree  was  directed 
il<*livered. 

In  considering  this  case,  we  have  not  overlooked  the  fact 
the  motleys  directed  to  be  raised  bv  the  execution  were  no 
tntillv  in  the  hands  of  the  sherilf  when  the  writ  of  attachment 
served,  or  when  the  coinphiinant's  bill  was  filed.  The 
charges  that  the  execution  was  issued  and  delivered  to 
sheriff,  and  that  the  sheriff'  was  about  to  set  up  and  sell 
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mortgaged  premises  by  virtue  thereof.  The  question  whether 
the  service  of  the  attachment  was  not  premature  is  one  not  with- 
out difficulty.  It  was  suggested,  on  the  argument  before  this 
court,  by  one  of  the  members  of  the  court,  but  was  not  raised  or 
<1i8cus8ed  by  counsel.  The  fact  was  mentioned  by  the  vice-chan- 
cellor in  his  opinion,  but  the  case  was  not  decided  by  him  ou 
that  ground,  and  counsel  were  not  heard  on  that  subject  in  the 
court  below.  For  the  reason  already  given,  we  have  not  exam- 
ined or  considered  that  question. 

As  the  case  stands,  we  think  the  order  appealed  from  should 
be  reversed,  but  without  costs. 

Decree  unanimously  reversed. 


Daniel  Tillotson,  appellant, 

r. 
Mary  Ann  Gesner,  respondent. 

1'  Where  there  is  a  conveyance  of  land,  voluntary  on  its  face,  made  by  a  de- 
*tt;dant  in  a  suit  just  before  a  judgment  for  a  large  sum  is  rendered  against 
"*Di,  which  would  be  a  lien  on  the  land  if  such  conveyance  had  not  been  made, 
^  the  evidence  fails  to  show,  by  strong  proof,  that  it  was  made  in  p:ood  faith 
^  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
*'Ui  the  vendee  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  will  not  be  enforced. 

2.  If  the  title  to  land  be  doubtful,  equity  will  not  compel  the  defendant,  in 
'^oill  for  specific  performance,  to  expose  himself  to  the  hazard  of  litigation, 

3.  The  bill  may  be  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  without  reference,  if,  on  the 
P'^ings  and  proofs,  the  c<jurt  can  then  decide  the  question. 


On  appeal  from  the  following  o|)inion  of  the  chancellor: 
This  Is  a  bill  for  specific  performance.  By  agreement  in 
^^riting,  made  August  31st,  1876,  the  complainant  and  the  de- 
^^ndant,  Daniel  Tillotson,  sen.,  agrt-ed  to  exchange  land.  By  it 
^k^  former  agreed  to  convey  to  the  latter  land  in  Rockland  county, 
^6w  York,  described  in  the  agreement  as  follows:  "All  the 
Pieces  or  parcels  of  land  and  premises,  at  Tappan,  described  in 
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the  deed  of  Isaac  H.  Bartow  and  wife,  of  April  5th,  1871,  and  no 
the  pro|)erty  of  said  Gesner,"  for  the  sum  of  $6,000,  subject  1 
a  mortgage  of  $4,000,  and  the  defendant,  Daniel  Tillotson,  sea 
agreed  to  convey  to  the  complainant  land  in  Englewood,  in  Berge 
county,  in  this  state,  describe<l  in  the  agreement  as  follows 
"Those  certain  lots  and  premises  described  in  two  deeds;  tl 
one  of  Cornelius  H.  Banta  and  wife  to  the  said  Tillotson,  date 
May  1st,  1869,  and  the  other  dated  March  23d,  1867,  given 
Henry  Frank  and  Daniel  Frank,  and  now  owned  by  the  siL 
Tillotson."  In  the  agreement,  the  valuation  of  $10,000  was  {► 
on  thecomphunant's  land,  and  the  valuation  of  $8,250  on  Tillc 
8on\s  property.  It  was  agreed  that  on  the  exchanging  of  t 
deeds  of  conveyance,  which  was  to  take  place  on  or  before  t 
Ist  of  October  tlien  next,  Tillotson  should  jxiy  (lend)  to  the  coi 
plainant  $500  in  cash,  and  that  the  complainant  should  give 
him  a  mortgage  on  the  land  to  be  conveyed  by  him  to  her  'i 
$2,750,  being  the  amount  of  tlie  difference  ($2,250)  in  the  val«. 
tioiis  of  the  properties,  and  §500  to  be  lent.  They  further  agr^ 
that  in  c:ise  of  the  failure  of  either  of  them  in  anv  one  or  alL 
the  speiMticjitions  cH)ntained  in  the  agreement,  the  party  faili 
should  tV^rfeit  and  pay  to  the  other  $500  and  brokerage  comm 
sioi  s  as  agn^oil  uj>on  l)et\veen  them.  In  pursuance  of  the  agi"^ 
ment,  the  parties  res|>ectively  took  i>os{5ession  of  the  property 
Ihj  t»imveyiHl  to  him  or  her.  Tillotson  took  possession  of  t 
Tap|>an  pro|>erty,  moving  in  with  his  furniture  on  or  about  S^ 
temlwr  20th,  1876,  and  the  complainant,  by  Tillotson's  periui 
sion,  tiH>k  ^HVsfik^sion  of  the  Englewoixl  property  two  days  affcei 
wanl.  She  built  a  small  barn  u|^>on  it,  and  otherwise  improve 
it  by  diiicging  a  well,  ci>nstructing  drains  &c,  &c.  Tillotson 
si^n  l^aniel  ciuitiiuKHl  in  actual  ^Kissession  of  one  of  the  houses  or 
the  latter  pn>^H>rty,  but  only  as  tenant  of  the  complainant,  undei 
an  airreement  bv  which  he  was  to  remain  until  the  following 
spring,  at  a  stipulated  rvnt.  On  the  2*1  of  October,  1876  (the  U^ 
was  Sunday  -,  the  ^vmplainant,  l>y  her  agent  and  her  counsel,  ten- 
dereil  hersolf  n^dy  to  deliver  to  Tillotson  a  deed  for  the  prop' 
erty  to  be  v\mveyed  to  him,  and  a  mortg:ige  for  the  $2,750,  witl 
a  rei^ipt  frooi  the  mortgagee  in  the  $4,Ck.H)  mortgage  for  all  io 
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erest  thereon  to  that  time.     Tillotson's  attorney  saying  that  he 
ivxis  not  then  prepared  to  close  the  matter,  asked  for  an  extension 
>f  time  till  the  12th  of  that  month,  which  was  granted,  and  a 
memorandum  to  that  effect  endorsed  on  the  agreement  and  signed 
by  him  and  the  complainant's  agent.     On  the  12th,  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  parties  met  at  the   place   agreed   upon,  and 
the   before-mentioned  deed  and  mortgage  and  receipt  were  de- 
livered to  Tillotson's  attorney,  who,  according  to  the  testimouy 
of  the  complainant's  agent,  examined  them  and  then  returned 
them  to  the  complainant's  agent  (who  was  present),  with  the  re- 
mark that  the  papers  were  all  right,  but  that  he  was  not  prepared 
to  close  the  matter  up,  and  that  he  thought  that  Tillotson  in- 
tended to  pay  the  forfeit.     The  complainant's  counsel  says  that 
on  that  occasion  they  formally  handed  to  Tillotson's  attorney  the 
deed  and  bond  and  mortgage  and  receipt  for  interest,  at  the  same 
time  announcing  the  complainant's  readiness  to  perform  the  con- 
tract, and  demanded  of  Tillotson's  attorney  a  })erformance  on  the 
part  of  Tillotson ;  that  the  attorney  took  the  papers,  examined 
them,  and  pronounced  them  correct,  and  said  he  had  Tillotson's 
deed  to  the  complainant  with  him,  but  had  not  the  $500  cash. 
He  says  that  they  waited  a  considerable  time  for  Tillotson,  but 
Jje  did  not  come,  and  the  attorney  said  he  could  not  perform  the 
contract  without  him. 

It  ap()ears  from  the  testimony  that  in  the  early  part  of  No- 
vember following,  Tillotson's  attorney  said  to  the  complainant's 
^nt  that  he  had  a  deed  for  Tillotson's  property  properly 
^ecuted  in  his  pocket,  and  that  he  would  give  it  to  the  agent  if 
the  latter  would  give  him  the  bond  and  mortgage  stipulated  for  in 
the  agreement  for  $2,250,  waiving  the  loan  of  $500,  and  added 
that  if  the  agent  would  agree  to  that,  he  would  call  at  the  latter's 
house  the  next  day  and  exchange  the  papci-s.  To  this  the  agent 
spiled  that  he  had  promised  to  pay  the  §500  to  the  mortgagee 
^f  the $4,000  mortgage, and  did  not  intend  to  break  his  promise; 
Wid  the  attorney  tljen  said  to  him  that  he  "  had  better  think  the 
tnatter  over  and  let  him  know — that  he  did  not  see  what  differ- 
ence the  $500  made  to  him,  as  he  got  none  of  the  money ; "  to 
^hich  the  agent  rejoined  that  it  made  a  good  deal  of  difference 
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to  him  as  a  poiut  of  honor.     The  agent  testifies  that  in  that 
another  conversation  the  attorney  stated  that  Tillotson  was  will! 
to  assume  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  tlie  accrued  inte 
(instead  of  making  the  loan  of  ?500)  on  the  $4,000  mortgag*^ 
which  offer  he  refused.   Acconling  to  the  testimony  of  TillotsoiL 
attorney,  the  only  objection  which  was  made  to  completing  tl 
transaction  was  the  existence  of  a  judgment.     That  jadgmeni 
however,  did  not  appear  to  be,  and  was  not,  a  lien  on  the 
plainant's  property.     He  says  he  met  the  complainant's  a 
frequently  afterwards,  and  made  several  propositions  to  him, 
authority  of  Tillotson,  all  of  which  were  rejected  on  the  spot. 
They  are  important  as  showing  that  there  was  no  objection  mac3e 
to  the  complainant^s  title.     One  of  them  was  as  follows:  Til- 
lotson to  convey  his  property  to  the  complainant  and  take    a 
mortgage  for  $2,750,  and  when  the  judgment  should  have  been 
removed,  to  lend  the  $500  and  take  the  conveyance  for  the  com- 
plainant's property,  and  another  was  to  carry  out  the  agreement 
;uxx)rdiiig  to  its  provisions  (without  asking  for  the  removal  of  "t^he 
judgment),  except  that,  instead  of  lending  the  $500,  which  woi-^^W 
at  once  go  to  the  mortgagee  of  the  $4,000  mortgage,  to  le^i-^^ 
that  amount  of  interest  unpaid  on  that  mortgage — Tillotsoim    to 
pay  it  when  convenient  to  him.    Tillotson's  attorney  says:  ""^ivc 
i*epeatedly  ottereil  to  jmy  the  $500  forfeit,  and  to  pay  the  brokers 
commissions  [which  Tillotson  did,  in  fact,  pay],  as  expressed      ^^ 

• 

the  agi-eement,   to   end   the  contract  and   get   back   possession 
of  Tillotsou's  property  without  a  suit."     There  were  what      he 
calls  some  **  ancient  defects"  (an  old  mortgage  &c.),  in  the  c^^m- 
plainant\^  title,  but  he  says  he  never  made  any  complaint   ^^ 
objection   with   regiird  to  them,  and  tliey  appear  to  have  t^e^Q 
remeilicd.      He  savs  that  at  the  meetinir  of  the  12th  of  Octo^''; 
iiis  chief  objection  was  the  judgment,  although  he  advert  =3  ^^ 
another  objection,  to  which  he  siiys  he  jKTliaps  alluded  at     ^"^ 
time.     This  apjx^ars  to  be  an  objet^tion  based  on  the  fact  that  ^^ 
description  of  the  complainant's  land  seems  to  differ  from  ^"^ 
actual  location  ;  but  the  lociition  has  existed  for  over  thirty  yeafs, 
and  the  projwrtyhas  beeu  occupied  by  the  c*omplaiuant  and  iho^ 
under  whom  she  claims  title,  according  to  it,  for  that  period* 
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lis  objection,  if  made,  seems  to  have  been  merely  suggested, 
1  not  to  have  been  urged  or  insisted  upon.  Nor  does  the 
idence  show  that  there  was  any  deceit  on  the  part  of  the  com- . 
iinant.  As  before  stated,  Tillotson  repeatedly  offered  to  pay 
3  amount  of  the  forfeit  mentioned  in  the  agreement  and  the 
okerage.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  made  any  complaint 
at  he  had  been  overreaclied  in  the  bargain.  He  says  that  his 
operty  had  been  for  sale  in  the  hands  of  the  agent,  Jackson, 
r  whom  the  exchange  was  negotiated,  for  two  years  before  the 
irgain  was  made  with  the  complainant,  and  that  that  was  the 
ay  it  happened  that  Jackson  broached  the  subject  of  the  ex- 
lange  to  him ;  that  Jackson  spoke  to  him  about  the  exchange 
^o  or  three  weeks  before  it  took  place,  and  spoke  to  him  or 
ent  him  word  several  times  before  he  went  to  see  the  property  ; 
hat  when  he  went  to  see  the  property,  he  went  alone ;  that  he 
poke  to  no  one  there  except  the  complainant  (he  is  mistaken  a& 
^  the  person — it  was  Ida  E.  Gesner),  and  she  invited  him  in  to 
^Unch,  which  invitation  he  accepted,  but  he  can  remember  nothing 
•tat  was  said  by  her  on  the  occasion  in  regard  to  the  property, 
^cept  that  she  gave  a  reason  for  its  neglected  appearance.  He 
^n  that  occasion  examined  the  property,  and  says  he  was  dissat- 
^fied  with  its  general  condition  and  situation — that  he  found  it 
1)  A  bad  condition.  Immediately  after  that  visit,  there  were 
Negotiations  between  him  and  Jackson  and  the  complainant's 
'gent  in  regard  to  the  exchange.  The  complainant's  agent 
offered  $2,000  to  boot,  and  Tillotson  refused  to  exchange  on 
hose  terms.  Jackson  brought  the  parties  together  again,  and 
old  Tillotson  that  the  complainant  would  give  $2,250  to  boot, 
tillotson  still  declined.  He  afterwards  went  to  see  the  com- 
plainant's property  again,  and  subsequently  informed  Jackson 
hat  he  would  make  the  exchange,  and  lend  the  $500  as  part  of 
he  consideration.  All  he  did  was  done  with  deliberation,  and 
here  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  misrepresentation.  It  is 
trged  on  his  behalf,  indeed,  that  the  complainant's  property  was 
►^t  into  the  exchange  at  $10,000,  while  it  appears  to  be  worth 
»o  more  than  $4,000;  but  his  own  property  was  put  in  at 
^,250,  and  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  as  to  its  value.     He 
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swears  that  the  complainant's  agent  told  him  that  the  ooraplai^' 
ant's  |)r()|>erty  was  worth  $10,000  or  $12,000;    but  the  age«^* 
denies  it,  and  says   that  what  he  said  was  that  it  was  wor^^ 
§10,000  as  much  as  any  property  in   Tappan.     But  that  w^^^ 
relative,  and  there  are  no  means  of  judging  whether  it  was  ev^^ 
extravagant.     It  is  quite  clear,  iiowever,  that  the  expression  cpi 
value,  whatever  it  might  have  been,  was  not  of  a  kind  to  t^ 
ranked  as  a  misrepresentation.    It  was  manifestly  mere  '^dealirBg 
talk."     Mrs.  Van  Wart,  daughter  of  the  complainant,  testifi^ 
that  Tillotson,  on  the  occasion  wlien  he  first  went  to  see  the  cocb3- 
plainant's  property,  said  he  had  l>een  around  the  place,  and  lik^^ 
it  very  much,  and  thought  it  a  very  fine  one.    The  complainan "ft^'s 
agent  says  that   when,  after  Tillotson   took   possession  of  tlie 
Englewood  property,  lie  returned  to  get  some  articles  which  hcud 
been  left  there,  he  saw  Tillotson,  and  the  latter  told  him  to  t^l 
his  (Tillotson's)  son,  when  he  returned  to  Tappan,  that  he  >ff^as 
** terribly  homesick;"  and  he  added  that  he  thought  he  woimM 
not  make  the  exchange — that  he  was  too  old  to  take  charge    of 
such  a  property.     Tillotson's  son  Daniel  says  that  the  reason   li* 
father  left  the  coniplainant^s  property  after  he  had  taken  pos^^s- 
sion,wa8  that  he  was  disgusted  with  the  trade;  that  he  hadsoc»3e- 
thing  which  he  conld  not  shoulder;  that  he  could  not  get  a  cl^ar 
title.     He  adds  that  his  father  told  him  he  would  not  traA^^— 
that  he  would  pay  his  $500  (the  forfeit),  according  to  the  oon- 
tract.     Neither  in  this  nor  in  any  other  testimony  in  the  caus^is 
there  any  complaint  or  allegation  that  deceit  has  been  practiced 
on  Tillotson,  whether  in  misrepresentation  of  value  or  otherwise. 
The  fact  seems  to  be  that  he,  soon  after  the  exchange,  became 
dissatisfied  with  the  bargain,  and  was  anxious  to  escape  compli- 
ance with  it.  The  objection  which  he  makes  to  the  contract — that 
it  is  uncertain  in  its  description  of  the  pro})erty  to  be  conveyed 
by  him — is  entirely  untenable.     It  is  based  on  the  fact  that  in 
the  contract  he  says  that  part  of  his  property  was  conveyed  t^ 
Henry  Frank  and   Daniel    Frank,  by  deed   dated  Mareh  23cl  \ 
1867,  whereas  it  was  conveyed  to  Henry  Frank  alone  by  deei^^ 
of  that  date.     It  is  to  be  observed  that  he  seeks  to  teke  advai^^-^ 
tage  of  the  alleged  uncertainty  in  his  own  desoription  of  hi^^ 
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id.  But  there  is,  in  fact,  no  room  for  the  objection.  It  is 
ough  if  the  property  be  so  described  as  that  it  may  be  ascer- 
ined  with  certainty.  Camden  and  Amboy  R,  li.  Co,  v.  Stew- 
%  3  a  E.  Gr.  4S9;  Lewis  v.  Reichey,  12  C  E.  Gr.  ^Jfi.  Tlie. 
jferencc  to  Daniel  Frank  is  evidently  a  mere  mistake,  which  a 
iference  to  the  deed  itself  would  correct ;  and,  besides,  Tillotson 
dniits,  in  his  testimony,  that  the  property  claimed  by  the  com- 
lainant — the  six  lots  and  two  houses  thereon — is  the  property 
^hich  he  agreed  to  convey  in  exchange. 

Nor  can  the  defence  that  the  complainant  has  an  adequate 
«niedy  at  law,  avail  the  defendants.  Tlie  provision  for 
orfeitui-e  contained  in  the  agreement  was  intended  as  a  penalty. 
^yhitfield  V.  Leny,  6  Vr,  149.  It  applies  the  forfeiture  to  any 
>neor  all  of  the  specifications ;  that  is,  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
>lainant,  to  the  sale  of  her  land  and  the  giving  of  the  $2,750 
Mortgage;  on  the  part  of  Tillotson,  to  the  sale  of  his  land  and 
heloau  of  $500.  Moreover,  Tillotson,  as  he  admits  in  his  tes- 
*nQony,  and  as  is  otherwise  fully  proved,  gave  possession  to  the 
^mplainant  under  the  agreement,  and  the  complainant  yielded 
^p  to  him  under  the  agreement  the  possession  of  her  projierty, 
^nd  he  took  it.  The  complainant  has  expended  money  in  improv- 
'i>g  the  Tillotson  proj^erty,  Tillotson  is  not  in  a  position  suc- 
^^fuUy  to  resist  the  complainant's  demand  for  s[>ecific  perform- 
ance with  the  claim  that  the  complainant  has  a  remedy  at  law. 
The  contract  was  partly  j)erformed  when  possession  was  given 
»od  taken.  Tillotson  will  be  decreed  to  {)erform  his  contract 
pecifically.  Since  the  commencement  of  this  suit  the  com- 
>tainaDt's  property  has  been  sold  and  bought  in  by  the  mortgagee 
•nder  foreclosure  of  the  $4,000  mortgage.  The  complainant, 
however,  tenders  herself  ready  to  give  to  Tillotson  a  good  title 
o  the  pro|)erty,  subject  to  encumbrance  equal  to  the  amount  of 
*4,000,  with  interest  at  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  October 
2th,  1876.  Opportunity  will  be  afforded  to  her  to  obtain  this 
*tle,  and  also  to  obtain  proper  title  by  deed  for  so  much  of  her 
*ud  as  is  not  covered  by  the  deed  to  her  therefor.  F)^  on  Spec. 
«/.  §  872.  The  delay  in  bringing  suit  is  accounted  for  as 
^ving  been  occasioned  by  the  negotiations  of  the  parties  for  a 
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settlement,  and  it  appears  very  clearly  that,  in  order  to  prevetf 
proceedings  for  specific  |)erformance,  Tillotson  pretended  to  cojm 
vey  by  a  merely  colorable  deed,  dated  June  5th,  1877,  to  his  aoc 
Daniel,  part  of  the  Englewood  property  (the  part  of  the  profc 
erty  on  which  Daniel  lived  when  the  contract  for  exchange  wm 
made),  as  is  admitted,  without  considemtion ;  the  son  mereli 
claiming  that  it  was  given  to  him  by  his  father  over  four  year 
before  the  date  of  the  deed.  And,  With  the  same  object,  Tillon 
son,  previously,  by  mortgage  dated  August  31st,  1876,  but  i^ 
acknowledged  until  October  9th  of  that  year,  pretended 
mortgage  the  whole  property  to  his  son  Moses,  to  secure  $2,75 
That  mortgage  was  without  consideration,  and  both  it  and  ^ 
deed  to  Daniel  were  taken  with  full  notice  of  the  contract  T^ 
complainant  insists  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  mortgage  c 
$2,750  was  to  be  payable  in  three  years.  Tillotson  says  tha 
there  was  nothing  definite  said  about  the  time  (the  contract  i 
silent  on  the  subject),  but  adds  that  he  remarked  to  Mr,  JackBon 
that  it  was  "  most  customary  to  make  them  [mortgages]  for  one 
year.''  By  his  answer  he  admits  that  the  mortgage  was  to  be 
payable  in  one  year.  There  is  no  satisfactory  proof  that  the 
mortgage  was  to  be  payable  at  any  more  distant  period.  In  the 
absence  of  the  admission  of  Tillotson,  the  contract  would  be 
construed  as  providing  for  a  mortgage  payable  immediately. 
Green  v.  Riduirds,  8  C.  E.  Gr,  32,  536,  The.  mortgage  to  be 
given  for  $2,750  will  be  payable  in  one  year  from  the  time  of  de- 
livery, with  interest  on  $2,250  at  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  from 
October  12th,  1876,  up  to  July  4th,  1878,  and  at  six  per  cent. 
from  that  time,  and  on  the  whole  of  the  $2,750  at  six  per  cent, 
from  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  mortgage,  and  it  will  con- 
tain the  usual  insurance  clause.  Both  parties  admit  that  the 
mortgjige  was  to  be  payable  at  a  future  time,  with  interest,  but 
they  differ  as  to  the  time. 

G.  R,  Button  and  G,  Collins,  for  appellant. 

I.  The  contract  is  grossly  unfair.      13  Ves.  )225 ;    Torrefy 
Buck,  1  Gr,  Ch.  366,  3H-o  ;  StoiUefAurgh  v.  Tompkins,  1  Stcd 
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?,  335-6 ;  Craven  v.  Slckelj  1  Ves.  60 ;  Calverly  v.  Williams, 
^68,  210  ;  Cooper  v.  Dunne,  1  Ves,  565 ;  Benedict  v.  Lynch,  1 
m«.  CA.  375  ;  Roach  v.  Rutherford,  4^  Desauss,  ISl ;  Waters  v. 
ipw,  9  Johns,  450  ;  Pratt  v.  Carroll,  8  Cranch  471 ;  Miller  v. 
dwood,  1  Gr.  Ch.  199,  208 ;  Ely  v.  PeMne,  Id.  '296 ;  Stout- 
trgh  V.  Tompkins,  1  Stock.  332 ;  Flummer  v.  Keppler,  11  C. 
Gr.  4^1 ;  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  14^;  Undeiivood 
jBichcox,  1  Ves.,  sen.,  279 ;  King  v.  Hamilton,  4-  P^'  311 ; 
rmour  v.  Delancy,  6  Johns.  Ch.  222 ;  Rodnuin  v.  ZUlnj^  Sctxt. 
1^324,  325 ;  Savage  v.  Tayloi\  cited  in  Seymour  v.  Delancey, 
Johns.  Ch.  222;  Pinner  v.  Sharp,  8  C.  E.  Gr.  274,  ^SO ; 
umsend  v.  Stangroom,  6  Ves.  328  ;  Mortlock  v.  Butler,  10  Ves. 
2;  Suffern  v.  Butier,  4  C.  E.  Gr.  205. 

II.  The  contract  does  not  designate  with  certainty  the  preni- 
8  to  be  conveyed  by  Tillotson.  Robeson  v.  Hornhakei*,  2  Gr. 
K  60 ;  Underwood  v.  Hitchcox,  1  Ves.  sen.  279;  Cair  v. 
mdc  L.  &  B.  Co.,  4.  C.  E.  Gr.  4.26;  S.  C,  7  C.  E.  Gr.  86;  King 
Rtickman,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  317 ;  see  cases  cited  by  defendant  in 
%  V.  Ruckman,  5  C  E.  Gr.  330,  331,  332. 

III.  Complainant's  title  to  Tappan  pro|)erty.  Court  will  not 
>nipel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title.     Si.  Mary^s  Church 

^oekton,  4-  Hal.  Ch.  520,  531 ;  Chambers  v.  Tulane,  1  Stock. 
iS;  Vreeland  v.  BlauveU,  8  C.  E.  Gr.  483;  Dobbs  v.  Nor- 
^,  9  a  E.  Gr.  327 ;  2  Pars,  on  Con.  564;  Johnson  v.  Hub- 
^  2  Stock.  332,  342 ;  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  749,  750 ;  Read  v. 
mgdon,  3  Johns.  Ch.  431, 500  ;  Lockyer  v.  Dehart,  1  Hal.  450; 
mrence  v.  Lippencott,  1  Hal.  473;  Case  v.  Phelps,  39  N.  Y. 
^;  Robinson  v.  StewaH,  10  N.  Y.  195 ;  Story's  Eq,  Jur.  353; 
W/ord  V.  Tunis,  6  Vr.  256;  Garr  v.  Hill,  1  Stock.  215;  Tantum 
Green,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  369 ;  De  Wia  v.  Sickle,  2  Stew.  £</.  209, 
'5;  Randall  v.  Vroom,  8  Stew.  Eq.  353  ;  Story^s  Eq.  Jur.  369. 
A  voluntary  settlement  by  a  {>erson  who  is  indebted,  is  void  as 
existing  creditors.  Read  v.  Livingston,  3  Johns.  Ch.  4^1, 500  ; 
yard  v.  Hoffman,  4-  Johns.  Ch.  4^0  ;  Seward  v.  Jackson,  8 
w.  4^6 ;  Jackson  v.  Peck,  4  Wend.  300  ;  Van  Wyke  v.  Sew- 
I,  6  Paige  62;  Robinson  v.  Stewart,  10  N.  Y.  190,  195;  1 
^s  Eq.  Jur.  §  396;  Beekman  v.  Montgomet*y,  1  McCart.  Ill; 

21 
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Smith  V.  Vreeland,  1  C.  E.  Gr,  201;  Tanium  v.  Green,  4  C.  ^^ 
Gr.  105  ;  S.  C,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  364,,  ^^^;  I>e  Witt  v.  Van  Sic^Bfc, 
i^  Stew.  Eq.  210,  215. 

IV.  The  contract  is  without  mutuality.    Story's  Eq.  Jur.  7^^^3; 

Fry  on  Spec.  Per/.  286  ;  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  U7 8; 

Siouienbei'gh  v.  Tompkins,  1  Stock.  34^-4;  Johnson  v.  Hvbb^^  €ff, 
2  Stock.  342;  Welch  v.  Bayard,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  187 ;  St.  Mar—Js 
Church  V.  Stockton,  4  Hal.  Ch.  520,  632;    Cheddick  v.  Mar — d, 

1  Zcib.  466. 

Ii.  P.  Wortendyke,  for  respondent,  cited — 

Whitfield  V.  Levy,  6  Vr.  149;    Cotheal  v.  Talmage,  9  K    K 
651 ;  Colwell  v.  Lawrence,  38  N.    Y.  71 ;    Cusler  v.  BuUer,  3 
a  &  p.  240 ;  Reynolds  v.  Brixlger,  37  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  ISO; 
Noyes  v.  Phillips,  60  N.  Y.  4O8 ;  Hoag  v.  McGinnis,  22  Wend. 
166  ;  Spear  v.  Smith,  1  Den.  4^4  f  B^^qI^  v.  Peddle,  16  N.  Y, 
464  >    Lampman  v.  Cochran,  16  N.  Y.  275 ;  Staples  v.  Parker, 
41  Barb.  468;    Clement    v.    Cash,  21    N.    Y.   253;    Beige  v. 
Millard,  12  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  57  ;  McNill  v.  Clark,  7  Johns.  i6o; 
Clumn  V.  Moseby,  1  Bail.  136 ;    Wetland  Canal  v.  Hathway,^ 
Wend.  480;  Uezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill  215;  1  Addison  on  O- 
746  §  4^6 ;    Hopson  v.  Trevor,  1  Str.  533 ;  Frencli  v.  MaoaU, 

2  Dr.  A  War.  260;  Long  v.  Bowning,  33  Beav.  585;  Jack- 
son V.  Barker,  2  Edw.  4^^  /  Beale  v.  Hayes,  5  Sindf.  6^} 
Cheddick  v.  Marsh,  1  Zab.  463. 

This  is  a  suit  for  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the 
exchange  of  lands.     Tlie  agreement  is  in  writing,  dated  August 
31st,  1876,  and  by  it  the  complainant,  Mary  Ann  Gresner,  biur* 
gained  to  exchange  and  convey  to  the  defendant,  Daniel  Tillot* 
son,  several  parcels  of  land  and  premises  at  Tappan,  RocklaDd 
county,  in  the  stiite  of  New  York,  and  the  defendant  bargained 
to  exchange  and   convey  to  the  complainant  certain  lots  ^ 
premises   at  Englewood,  Bergen   county  in   the  state  of  Sc^ 
Jersey,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  October  then  next.     TillotsO^ 
agreed  to  lend  to  the  complainant  $500,  and  she  contracted  ^ 
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ive  him  a  mortgage  on  the  lands  at  Englewood,  to  be  conveyed 
>  lier,  for  $2,750,  which  included  the  sum  of  $500  above  named, 
nd  $2,250,  the  amount  to  be  paid  as  difference  in  the  exchange 
f  the  pmperties.     Other  particulars  are  given  in  the  opinions. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by    • 

SCUDDER,  J. 

In  examining  this  case,  the  first  question  which  presents  itself 
ii^  in  reference  to  the  validity  of  the  title  of  the  complainant  to 
tlie  lands  at  Tappan  which  she,  by  this  bill,  seeks  to  force  on  the 
defendant  against  his  will.  This  is  the  consideration  which 
gives  value  to  the  contract;  if  it  fails  there  is  no  mutuality  in  the 
agreement,  and  it  should  not  be  enforced.  This  title  is  based  on  a 
wnveyauce  from  Isaac  H.  Ikrtow  and  wife  to  Abraham  Van  Wart, 
dated  April  5th,  1871.  The  property  described  in  the  deed  is  that 
feignated  in  the  agreement  to  be  conveyed  to  the  defendant. 
Isaac  H.  BarU)W  obtained  this  pro{)erty  from  John  R.  Verbryck, 
l^ydeed  dated  May  1st,  1849.  It  is  said  that  the  description 
<^niained  in  tJiis  deed  does  not  cover  the  northern  part  of  the 
lot  of  land  and  premises  to  be  conveyed,  and  there  is  a  small  gore 
rfland  on  the  southerly  side  which  is  omitted.  There  is  an  aj>- 
parent  error  in  the  l>onndaries  of  the  latter  deed,  but  Bartow  and 
Vail  Wart  have  had  undisturbed  and  undisputetl  ixwsession  6( 
the  entire  lands,  as  owners,  since  1849,  and  no  adverse  claim  of 
title  is  shown.     This  objection  cannot,  therefore,  prevail. 

It  also  ap|>cars,  by  tiie  agreement,  that  the  property  at  Tappan 
^  to  be  conveye<l  to  the  defendant,  Tillotson,  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage of  $4,000.  During  the  controversy  between  tiiese  parties, 
tbis  mortgage  has  been  foreclosed  and  the  premises  sold,  and 
Iwoght  in  by  the  mortgagee,  but  the  complainant,  in  the  bill  of 
complaint,  offers  s[)ecifically  to  perform  the  agreement  in  all 
things  on  her  part,  which  includes  the  obtaining  of  tliis  title  and 
the  omveyance  of  the  lands  with  no  greater  encumbrance  thereon 
tlum  was  stipulated  for,  and  subject  to  the  decree  of  the  court, 
rbe  defendant  will  therefore  be  amply  protected  from  a  convey- 
ttwe  of  bis  lauds  until  a  proper  assurance  of  the  title  of  the  com- 
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plainaDt's  lands  named  in  the  agreement  is  made.    This  has  be* 
provided  for  in  the  decree  made  by  the  chancellor. 

Another  objection  made  is,  that  the  complainant,  Marj  Ai 
Gesner,  held  the  title  by  a  voluntary  conveyance  from  her  so 
in-law,  Abraham  Van  Wart,  which  was  made  to  defraud  1 
creditors,  and  is  voidable  by  them.  The  search  for  title  ma 
by  the  defendant's  attorney,  after  the  agreement  for  exchange  h 
been  executed,  and  after  the  parties  had  taken  possession  of  1 
respective  properties  under  their  contract,  showed  these  facts 
that  a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  New  Yo 
was  rendered  March  8th,  1875,  at  the  suit  of  Margaret  Mad 
administratrix  &c.,  against  Abraham  Van  Wart  and  Matilda,  h 
wife,  for  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  oc 
named  in  this  agreement,  and  against  Abraham  Van  Wart  f( 
any  deficiency  that  might  arise;  that,  April  29th,  1875,  a  juJ^ 
ment  was  obtained  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Ne' 
York,  and  docketed  in  Rockland  county,  in  favor  of  Margan 
Mann,  administratrix  &c.,  against  Abraham  Van  Wart,  ft 
$1,308.45,  the  deficiency  above  named.  On  April  22d,  1871 
seven  days  before  this  judgment  for  deficiency  was  obtainec 
Van  Wart  conveyed  this  property  at  Tappan  to  the  complainan 
Mary  Ann  Gesner,  his  mother-in-law,  for  the  consideratioi 
therein  expressed,  of  $1 ;  and  on  April  29th,  1875,  the  dayo 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered  against  him,  the  complaiDai 
conveyed  the  premises  to  Matilda  Van  Wart,  wife  of  Abrahai 
Van  Wart,  for  the  consideration,  therein  expressed,  of  $1.  TheJ 
deeds  were  evidently  voluntary  conveyances,  by  which  the  tit 
to  these  lands  was  changed  from  Van  Wart  to  his  wife,  at  tl 
very  time  of  tlie  recovery  of  the  judgment  for  deficiency  again 
him.  The  judgment  was  not  a  legal  lien  on  the  land,  becaus 
on  the  day  it  was  recovered,  the  conveyance  had  been  made  i 
Mrs.  Van  Wart,  the  defendant's  wife,  but  if  the  deeds  were  ma( 
to  defraud  creditors  they  were  voidable  by  them,  and  if  the  J 
fendant,  Tillotson,  took  title  after  his  searches  had  disdofK 
these  facts,  he  would  be  charged  with  notice  of  the  fraud,  if 
existed,  and  his  title  could  also  be  assailed  by  the  creditors  • 
Van  Wart     On  August  31st,  1876,  while  the  title  thus  stood 
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the  name  of  Matilda  Van  Wart,  this  agreement  was  made  for 
the  exchange  of  these  lands,  in  the  name  of  Mary  Ann  Gesner, 
and  was  signed  by  Abraham  Van  Wart  as  her  agent.  These 
acts  of  alleged  fraud  on  creditors  are  set  out  in  the  defendant's 
answer,  and  appear  in  the  proofs. 

It  is  apparent,  from  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  and  from 
the  evidence  of  David  Van  Wart,  an  attorney,  of  New  York, 
who  acted  for  his  brother,  Abraham  Van  Wart,  in  the  attempts 
that  have  been  made  to  effect  a  settlement  between  these  parties, 
and  to  pass  the  titles,  and  also  from  the  statements  made  by 
Abahara  Van  Wart,  that  the  defendant's  attorney  did,  at  their 
first  meeting  after  the  contract  was  signed,  and  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed for  exchange  of  titles,  object  to  the  existence  of  tiiis  judg- 
ment   Different  projects  have  been  suggested  for  settlement,  but 
there  ha-*  been  no  waiver  or  release  of  this  objection  to  the  title. 
Although  the  deeds  from  Abraham  Van  Wart  to  Mrs.  Gesner, 
and  from  her  to  Mrs.  Van  Wart,  contain  only  a  nominal  consid- 
eration of  $1,  there  has  been  offered  in  evidence  a  mortgage  given 
by  Abraham  Van  Wart  to  George  M.  Gesner,  husband  of  Mary 
Ann  Gesner,  on  the  Tappan  property,  dated  August  24th,  1871, 
^hich,  it  is  said,  was  part  of  the  consideration  of  tlie  deed  from 
Van  Wart  to  Mrs.  Gesner ;  and  that  the  deed  from  Mrs.  Gesner 
toMre.  Van  Wart  was  given  to  take  effect  at  the  mother's  death, 
lastead  of  a  will.     The  amount  is  not  given  in  the  memorandum 
of  exhibits  in  possession  of  the  court,  but  it  is  not  important. 
George  M.  Gesner  was  living,  and  it  does  not  appear  how  his 
wife  became  the  owner  of  this  mortgage,  which  has  never  been 
ftoorded,  nor  has  any  assignment  thereof  to  her  been  shown. 
The  allegation  that  this  mortgage  entered  into  the  consideration 
<rf  the  deed  to  Mrs.  Gesner  is  thus  stated  by  David  Van  Wart 
in  his  testimony,  and  this  is  the  only  evidence  by  any  witness 
<Mi  this  subject : 

"I  think  the  main  question,  primarily,  was  the  good  faith  and  validity  of 
tibe conveyance  from  Abraham  Van  Wart  to  Mrs.  Gesner;  it  was  then  stated 
&st  the  cancellation  and  surrender  of  tlint  mortgage  was,  in  truth  and  fact, 
mrt  d  the  consideration  of  that  conveyance." 

Nothing  mQfe  particular  is  given  about  this  mortgage,  or 


826         COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 

Tillotson  V.  Gr«6ner. 

how  it  entered  into  the  consideration  of  the  deed,  or 
was  never  recorded.  After  the  articles  of  agreemc 
signed  between  the  parties  to  this  suit,  the  defendant 
ney  testifies  that  he  was  told  by  David  Van  Wai 
unrecorded  and  uncanceled  mortgage  on  the  Tap|>an  ) 
that  had  been  held  by  David  Gresner,  and  that  he  replic 
should  be  canceled,  now  that  he  had  notice  of  it,  for  it 
same  to  them  after  notice  as  a  recorded  mortgage.  Tl 
gage,  with  an  endoi'sement  of  satisfaction  thereon,  was  af 
produced  and  shown  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  to  sat 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  existing  encumbrance  on  the  j 
It  is  manifest,  from  this  evidence,  that  Abraham  Van  \^ 
trolled  this  property,  and  the  different  title  papers  relating 
in  his  own  interest,  and  acconling  to  his  own  will.  A 
the  question  may  he  asked,  What  careful  attorney,  in  s 
this  title,  would  advise  a  client  to  take  it  and  pay  a  ful 
eration?  Or  who  will  say  that  it  would  be  safe,  if  the  ji 
creditor  of  Abraham  Van  Wart  shall  bring  a  suit  to  set 
veyances  to  Mrs.  Gesner  and  Mrs.  Van  Wart  aside  as 
lent? 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  the  objections  to 
are  not  frivolous,  or  intended  only  to  delay  and  embai 
complainant;  and  sucii  objections  should  not  be  tr 
seriously  as  to  be  received  as  excuses  for  the  non-perforr 
a  contract.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  a  court  of  equity 
compel  a  party  to  take  and  pay  for  an  estate  of  which 
imperfect  title  can  be  given.  The  distinction  is  also  to 
between  the  case  where  the  apparent  defect  in  the  vend 
is  such  an  one  as  may  be  expected  to  be  removed  on  a  : 
consistently  with  equity  practice,  and  that  where  the  a 
not  allow  the  complainatit,  seeking  a  specific  |)erforni 
make  up  a  case  in  this  way,  but  will  only  dismiss  his  bill 
prejudice  to  a  new  bill.  Blatchford  v.  Kirkpatricky  6  Be* 
Clay  V.  Rufordy  19  Eng.  L.  &  E,  360  ;  Girrer  v.  Baslak 
619 ;  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  69.  The  true  rule  is  stated  in 
on  Con,  {6th  ed.)  *380,  that  if  the  character  of  the 
doubtful,  although  the  court  were  able  to  come  to  1 
elusion  that,  on  the  whole,  a  title  could  be  made  that  w 


Stew.]  NOVEMBER  TERM,  1880.  327 


Tillotson  V.  Gesner. 


)robably  be  overthrown,  this  would  not  be  good  title  enough ; 
for  the  court  Imve  no  right  to  say  that  their  conclusion,  or  tlieir 
opinion,  would  bind  the  whole  world,  and  prevent  an  assault  on 
the  title.     The  purchaser  should  have  a  title  which  shall  enable 
hiai  not  only  to  hold  his  land,  but  to  hold  it  in  peace ;  and  if  he 
wishes  to  sell  it,  to  be  reasonably  sure  that  no  flaw  or  doubt  will 
come  up  to  disturb  its  marketable  value.     The  court  cannot  satis- 
factorily or  conclusively  settle  a  title  in  the  absence  of  parties 
who  are  not  before  them  in  the  suit  to  assert  their  estate  or  interest 
in  the  lands.     These  statements  accord  with  the  conclusions  from 
cases  in    the   notes    to    Seton  v.  Slade,  S  Lead.    Cas,  in  Eq. 
67,  79,  87,  8S;  Fry  on  Spec.  Perf.  ch.  xvii.  3^7;  1  Story's  Eq. 
Jur,  749y  and  with  cases  in  our  own  courts :  St.  Ma^nfa  Church  v. 
Stochon,  4,  Hal,   Ch.  5:20 ;   Chambers  v.  Tidane,  1  Stock.  IJ^ ; 
/oArwon  v.  Hubhell,  2  Stock.  332,  342;  Vreeland  v.  BlauveU,  8 
C.E.  Gr.  4S3;  Dobbs  v.  Norcross,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  327.     In  the 
last  case,  the  chancellor  says  that  the  court  will  never  compel  a 
purchaser  to  take  a  title  where  the  point  on  which  it  depends  is 
too  doubtful  to  be  settled  without  litigation,  or  where  the  purchase 
would  expose  him  to  the  hazard  of  such  proceedings. 

Where  there  is  a  conveyance  of  land,  voluntary  on  its  face, 
made  by  a  defendant  in  a  suit,  just  before  a  judgment  for  a  large 
^Di  is  rendered  against  him,  which  judgment  would  be  a  lien  on 
4e  land  if  such  conveyance  had  not  been  made,  and  the  evidence 
Ms  to  show,  by  strong  proof,  that  it  was  made  bonajide  and  for 
*  valuable  consideration,  a  case  is  made  for  the  application  of 
tie  rule  above  stated,  and  the  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment for  the  purchase  of  the  land  will  not  be  enforced. 

Although  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  title  often  arises 

ifter  the  reference  of  title  to  a  master  has  been  made,  yet  the  bill 

may  be  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  if  the  defect  in  title  has  been 

prominently  put  forward  in  tiie  pleadings  and  proofs,  and  the 

court  can  then  decide  the  question.     Fry  on  Spec.  Perf.  ch.  xvii. 

*2SS.    This  case,  on  the  proof  before  us,  looks  like  an  attempt 

to  impose  a  hard  bargain  atid  a  suspicious  title  on  an  old  man 

seven ty-siz  years  of  age,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  favorable  con- 

lideration  of  a  court  of  equity  on  bill  for  specific  performance. 
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For  these  reiisons,  without  considering  other  questions  whi 
have  been  raised,  the  bill  should  be  dismissed  and  the  d 
reversed,  with  costs  on  ap[)eal  and  in  the  court  of  chancery. 

Decree  unanimously  reversed. 


The  Mutual,  Life  Insurance  Company  op  New  Yoei 

appellant, 

V. 

Thomas  T.  Sturges  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  A  sale  under  a  decree  in  chancery  may  be  set  aside,  even  after  deed  de- 
livered, by  an  order  made  in  tlie  original  cause,  either  for  impropriety  in  the 
8uie,  or  for  the  purpose  of  letting  in  a  defence  to  the  action. 

2.  Tlie  making  of  such  an  order  is  a  proper  matter  of  appeal,  either  by  tht 

pill  ties  to  the  suit  or  by  the  purchaser. 

3.  A  pri»)r  mortgage  to  "  S.  &  Co.,  a  firm  composed  of  T.  S.  and  J.  S^"  ^" 
be  postponed  to  a  sulw^otpient  one  given  to  secure  a  loan  made  upon  theslreog^ 
of  an  agreement  of  J.  S.,  surviving  partner,  and  one  of  the  executors  of  T.  S^ 
deceased,  to  the  ert'ect  that  the  lender's  lien  should  be  preferred. 

4.  Acts  done  by  one  of  several  executors,  wiiich  relate  to  the  delivery,  gi^ 
sale  or  relea.se  of  the  testator's  personalty,  are  deemed  the  acts  of  all,  and  bio" 
the  estate  accordingly. 

o.  In  e^juity  j)le.'idinj«4,  such  degree  of  certainty  should  be  adopted  aswil* 
give  the  opposite  party  full  information  of  the  case  he  is  called  upon  t«)  meet 

<».  At  or  after  final  hearing,  it  is  too  late  to  object  to  mere  want  of  precisio 
in  the  bill. 

7.  A  bill  allegiuy:  that  a  contract  alH)Ut  a  mortgage  given  to  S.  &  Co., « 
made  by  that  firm  or  their  siirviv(ns  and   legal  representatives,  and  setting 
who  are  the  survivinjj  partner  and   the  legal  representatives  of  the  decea' 
and  making  lliem  derendnnts.  is  not  so  vague  as  to  justify  the  vacation 
decree  IxlsckI  upon  the  contract,  especially  after  the  decree  has  been  exec 


^^n  ap|)eal  from  a  de<Tee  of  tlie  vice-chancellor,  report 

'^^   ^'   Sturges y  J  Stew,  Eq,  678, 
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tfn  B,  Gummere,  for  appellant. 

7he  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  are  in  con- 
nity  to  the  statute  and  rules  and  practice  of  the  court.  Cdrew 
^oh7i^on,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  280  ;  Smith  v.  Kay,  7  H.  L,  Can.  750. 
Jnder  these  circumstances,  the  decree  being  not  only  enrolled, 
executed,  the  rule  of  practice  is  that  the  decree  cannot  be 
red  except  by  a  bill  of  review.  2  Dan,  Ch.  Pi\  {Jiih  ed,) 
V,  note  8  ;  Carpenter  v.  MiUc/imore,  2  McOirt,  123. 
7he  nominal  ground  of  the  application  is  surprise ;  but  there 
lO  pretence,  even  in  the  allegations  of  the  petition,  that  there 
\  a  surprise  practiced  upon  the  defendants,  within  the  legal 
ining  of  the  term. 

But  it  is  said  that  Henry  C.  Knubel,  who,  by  force  of  the 
ikrupt  act,  is  the  assignee  of  the  interest  of  James  S.  Sturges 
1  of  the  [petitioner,  Thomas  S.  Sturges,  in  the  second  mort- 
5e,  was  not  made  a  party  to  tlie  suit,  and  had  no  notice  or 
owledge  of  it.  Laihrop  v.  Drake,  30  Leg,  Int,  14^1 ;  Cogdell 
Exum,  10  B,  R,327 ;  Norton  v.  De  Villeneuve,  13  B.  R.304; 
imp's  Bank,  795, 

Two  distinct  matters  of  alleged  fraud  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
jtition — 

1.  The  first  is  charge<l  with  some  distinctness,  and  it  is,  in  effect, 
lat  Mr.  Burniiam  had  presented  to  the  master,  and  had  sworn 
rfore  him  to  the  receipt  of  a  letter  from  one  of  Sturges  &  Co., 
'Hich  they  had  never  seen,  and  that  he  had  presented  their 
liortgage  to  tiie  master  without  any  request  from  either  of  them, 
^  without  any  authority,  express  or  implied,  and  without  their 
knowledge  or  consent. 

2.  The  second  is  set  up  as  an  inference  of  constructive  fraud,  in 
W  the  contract  of  subordination  of  the  Sturges  &  Co.  mortgage 
''^asmade  after  the  death  of  Thomas  T.  Sturges,  the  elder,  and 
^fter  a  moiety  of  said  mortgage  had  vested  in  his  executors  and 
'^tees.  Kerr  on  Fraud,  {Bamp^s  ed.)  37//.;  Bigelow  on  Estop- 
pdiS5;  Stewart  v.  Lehigh  Valley  K  R,  Co.,  9  Vr,  505,  521^, 

Where  one  of  two  innocent  parties  mnst  suffer,  the  one  who,  by 
"K  act  or  neglect,  has  enabled  the  fraud-doer  to  commit  the  fraud, 
is  liable.     Kerr  on  Fraud  {Bump's  ed,)  138,  139, 
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The  mortgage  of  Sturgcs  &  Co.  was  a  chose  in  action,  and  tl 
legal  title  thereto  veste<l  in  James  S.  Sturges,  the  survivor  ( 
that  firm.  Gow  07i  Part.  131^  o^S ;  Story  cni  Pari,  §  34t 
People  V.  Keyser,  28  N,  Y,  220,  236 ;  Holbrook  v.  Ixickey^  . 
Mete,  132 ;  JShreve  v.  Joyce,  7  Vr,  44,  4S ;  Murray  v.  Blatc 
ford,  1  Wend,  583;  Bogcrt  v.  Ha^tell,  4  HiU  492,  503;  Sw 
vemnt  v.  Hall,  2  Barb,  Ch,  151,  160;  2  Hww.  Exrs,  (6Va  J: 
ed,)  1013,  1014  ;  Jones  on  Mortgages  §  796, 

Mr,  H,  C,  Pitney,  for  respondents. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Dixon,  J. 

This  appeal  is  taken  from  an  order  made  upon  the  opinion 
the  vice-chancellor,  that  an  interlocutory  decree  in  foreclosure  e 
all  proceedings  subsequent  thereto,  including  the  sheriff's  ss 
be  set  aside,  so  as  to  admit  Henry  C.  Knubel,  assignee  in  has 
ruptcy  of  James  S.  Sturgcs,  as  a  defendant,  and  to  j>ermit  I 
and  the  executors  of  Thomas  T.  Sturges,  deceased,  to  plfc= 
answer  or  demur  to  the  bill. 

Before  the  filing  of  the  petition,  in  accordance  with  which  't 
order  was  made,  conveyances  of  the  }>roperty  sold  had  l^ 
delivered  by  the  sheriff  to  the  purchasers,  who  were  the  c<r 
plainants  as  to  part,  and  a  stranger  to  the  suit  as  to  the  resic3 
Neither  the  petition  nor  the  order  takes  any  notice  of  the  ^ 
to  the  stranger,  nor  is  he  a  party  to  the  ap|H»al.  His  claiJ 
therefore,  need  not  be  considered  here. 

The  fact  that  the  sheriff's  sale  had  been  i>erfected  by  deliv^ 
of  a  deed,  is  not  an  insu|)erable  bar  to  the  vacation  of  the  p^ 
ceedings. 

In  support  of  this  pro|)osition,  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  mc 
than  is  said  by  Chancellor  Zabriskie,  speaking  for  this  court, 
National  Bank  of  the  Metropolis  v.  Sprague,  6  C.  E,  Gr,  4'^ 
where,  by  citation  of  numerous  cases  in  England,  New  Y(>:J 
and  New  Jersey,  he  shows  it  to  be  the  settled  practice  in  cour* 
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»f  equity,  that,  for  sufficient  cause,  sales  under  their  decrees  may 
set  aside  by  an  order  in  the  original  suit,  as  well  after  as  before 
c^onfirmation  and  conveyance,  and  that  the  allowance  or  denial 
of  such  an  order  is  a  proper  subject  for  appeal,  either  by  the 
jj^rties  to  the  suit  or  by  the  purchaser. 

Usually  the  ground  upon  which  the  court  has  proceeded  to 
vacate  a  sale,  has  been  some  impropriety  attending  the  sale;  but 
tJiis  is  not  the  only  ground.  In  Campbell  v.  Gardner^  3  Stock. 
•4^3,  Chancellor  Williamson  set  aside  a  sale  after  deed  deliv- 
ered, because,  under  peculiar  circumstances,  the  mortgagees  had 
not  been  apprised  of  tlie  pendency  of  the  suit. 

Xn  the  case  first  mentioned.  Chancellor  Zabriskie  intimates 

that  perhaps  the  opening  of  a  sale  and  decree  for  the  purpose  of 

letting  in  a  defence,  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  chancellor  so  far 

that  no  appeal  would  lie.     But  this  intimation  has  not  been 

adopted   by  this   court.     The   right  of  appeal   depends   upon 

whether  the  appellant  is,  in  a  legal  sense,  aggrieved  {Green  v. 

^^CLchoeU,  5  Stew.  Eq,  768) ;  and  that  must  be  determined  by  con- 

siclering,  not  upon  what  grounds  the  chancellor  has  proceeded, 

^^t  what  effect  his  action  has  upon  the  claims  of  the  appellant. 

All  the  authorities  concede  that  an  order  setting  aside  a  sale  for 

^'l^gality  attending  it  is  appealable.     The  result  to  the  purchaser 

^*  the  same,  if  it  be  set  aside,  to  let  in  a  defence.     His  definite 

^^ghts,  under  either  his  contract  to  buy  or  his  conveyance,  arc 

filially  destroyed   in  both  cases.     Such  claims  do  not  depend 

^pon  mere  discretion,  but   must  be   protected   or   overthrown 

^coording  to  legal   and   equitable   principles.     Their  owner  is 

^grieved  by  every  order  in  chancery  which  sutetantially  impairs 

^l^€iin,  and  may  seek  redress  for  such  grievance  by  appeal  to  this 

In  SmiHi  v.  Alton,  7  C.  E.  Gr.  572 ,  an  appeal  was  taken  from 
aci  order  of  the  chancellor,  opening  the  decree  to  sell  in  a  fore- 
closure suit,  setting  aside  the  sheriff's  sale  and  admitting  the 
morrgs^ees  to  make  defence.  The  appeal  was  entertaine<l  and 
tlie  order  affirmed. 

Itt  Cawley  v.  Leonard,  1  Stew.  Eq.  J!fi7,  the  appellants  had  peti- 
toned  for  similar  relief  three  years  after  sheriff's  conveyances 
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;re  executed,  and  the  chancellor  had  refused  the  prayer.     On 

>peal  to  this  court,  the  relief  asked  for  was  given,  on  the  ground 
f  surprise  and  merits. 

These  precedents  are  controlling,  both  upon  the  power  of  the 
:K)urt  of  chancery  to  make  the  order  complained  of,  and  upon 
the  riglit  of  the  appellant  to  seek  its  reversal  here. 

This  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  propriety  of  the  order 
made  below. 

The  reasons  upon  which  it  is  based  are,  that  the  petitioners 
have  merits  which,  without  laches  on  their  part,  have  not  been 
presented,  and  that  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  upon  which  the 
chancellor  assumed  to  pass  upon  those  merits,  are  too  vague  to 
support  the  decree. 

First,  as  to  merits. 

In  1867,  the  mortgaged  j)remises  were  encumbered  by  a  smaF 
mortgage  held  by  Mrs.  Lamson,  and  by  a  second  mortgage  fo^ 
^2,000,  without  interest,  made  to  "  Sturges  &  Co.,  a  firm  doin^ 
business  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  composed  of  Thomas 
Sturges  and  James  S.  Sturges."     The  premises  had  been  pu 
<^hased  by  Tiionias  T.  and  James  S.  Sturges  as  a  home  for  th 
half-brother,  Joseph  H.  Sturges,  and  their  mortgage  was  m 
and  kept  alive  for  the  avowed  object  of  preserving  the  proper 
as  his  family  residence.     This  is  shown  both   by  the  letter 
James  to  Mr.  Burnlmin,  the  complainants'  counsel,  in  Janua 
1869,  and  by  the  testimony,  in  these  pnxjeedings,  of  Thomas 
Sturges,  juii.,  the  son  and  executor  of  Thomas,  deceased. 

In  18()9,  the  necessities  of  Josepii  H.  Sturges  were  such  1 
he  required  §1,000  to  take  up  the  Lamson  mortgage,  and  m 
other  (ieniauds.     On  application  by  Mr.  Burn  ham  to  Stur 
Co.,  it  was  arranged  that  the  complainants  should  loan  this  $1, 
and  should  have  a  first  mortgage  therefor;  and  accordingly  the  I 
was  made,  the  Lamson  mortgage  was  paid  off  and  canceled,    ^ 
$2,000  mortgage  was  canceled,  a  mortgage  for  $1 ,000,  dated  Ja  "■ 
ary  1st,  1869,  and  recorded  January  6th,  1869,  was  executed 
Joseph  to  the  complainants,  and  a  mortgage  for  $2,000,  witl^ ' 
interest,  to  Sturges  &  Co.,  dated  February  24th,  1 869,  was  execc* 
by  Joseph  and  recorded.     This  last  mortgage  was  drawn  by  'j 
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Burobam  at  a  request  by  letter,  signed  "  Sturges  &  Co./'  and,  ii> 
the  description  of  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  was  copied  from 
the  earlier  $2,000  mortgage.  In  fact,  the  firm  of  Sturges  &  Co. 
had  been  changed  in  1864,  by  taking  into  it  Thomas  T.  Sturges, 
jun.  and  Peter  D.  Sturges,  the  sons,  respectively,  of  the  older 
ntiembers,  but  the  capital  stock  remained  the  property  of  the 
fathers  only,  and  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  sons,  as  members  of 
the  firm,  ever  had  any  interest  in  the  mortgage.  This  change 
w-as  not  known  to  Mr.  Burnham. 

lu  1876,  a  further  loan  of  $2,500  was  needed  by  Joseph,  and 
the  complainants  were  willing  to  grant  it,  provided  a  first  mort- 
gage for  $3,500  could  be  substituted  for  their  $1,000  mortgage, 
^**  order  to  make  this  arrangement,  Mr.  Burnham  again  called 
^pon  Sturges  &  Co.,  at  their  old  place  of  business,  and  an  inter- 
^*^w  was  had,  which  Thomas  T.  Sturges,  jun.,  describes  as 
'^ollows: 

*  He  told  me  about  some  troubles  that  Joseph  H.  Sturges  had^  out  here  at 
'^'*-orrig  Plains,  and  that  he  would  have  to  raise  some  more  money  on  his  place, 


they  were  going  to  sell  or  do  something  with  his  place  under  judgment,  or 
^*^«nethiDg  like  that;  and  if  we  would  allow  our  mortgage  to  stand  second,  he 
^'^^Id  get  the  money  from  the  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company ;  I  told  him  I 
'^^^i  no  objections  and  was  willing  to  do  so,  and  he  then  said  if  I  would  write 
_  ■*-**i  a  note  or  a  letter  to  that  effect,  it  would  be  sufficient ;  I  wrote  such  a  letter 

Mr.  Burnham." 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  : 

"  31  South  St.,  New  York,  May  20th,  1875. 
-^.  G.  BuBNHAM,  Esq.,  Morristown,  N.  J.  ; 

X)€ar  Sir — Your  note  of  yesterday,  in  regard  to  mortgages  on  Mr.  Joseph 
Sturges's  farm  at  Morris  Plains,  N.  J.,  came  duly  to  hand  and  contents 

**  In  reply,  I  would  beg  to  say  that  your  proposition  meets  with  approval, 
all  that  can  be  said  is,  for  you  to  go  ahead  and  carry  it  out. 

**A8  I  understood  it,  the  Mutual  Life  will  then  hold  a  first  mortgage  of 

>SO0,  and  the  old  firm  of  Sturges  &  Co.  will  hold  a  second  mortgage  for  the 
^»iaount  of  their  present  one,  with  accrued  interest  to  date  of  whenever  the  agree- 
^^nt  is  carried  out. 

**  Hoping  soon  to  hear   from  you  that  everything   has  been  satisfactorily 

'^^med, 

"  I  remain  yours  resp'ly, 

"  T.  T.  Sturges,  Jun." 
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The  approval  referred  to  in  tills  letter,  Thomas  explains 
beitig  the  approval  of  himself  and  of  James  S.  Sturges,  with  wh( 
he  consulted  about  the  proposition. 

In  the  meantime,  tiie  firm  of  Sturges  &  Co.  had  again  ehan| 
by  the  withdrawal   of  Thomas  T.  Sturges  in   1869  or  18*7" 

Shortly  afterwards,  in  1870,  he  had  died,  leaving  his  widow  a.i »^ 

his  son  Thomas  his  executors,  and  his  widow  during  her  life,  ai — :-"^*  ^ 
his  six  children  after  her  death,  his  legatees.     His  estate  w^ 
large,  and  its  management  devolved  almost  wholly  upon  Thorns 
the  widow,  as  co-executrix,  taking  but  little  part  therein. 

These  facts  were  not  known  to  Mr.  Burnham,  save  that  Ir 
had  rec»eived  an  indefinite  impression  of  some  change  in  the  fin 

In  accordance  with  the  arrangement,  the  advance  of  $2,5( 
was  made  by  the  complainants,  a  new  mortgage  for  $3,500,  dat< 
May  31st,  1875,  was  executed  by  Joseph  to  the  complainant 
the  old  §l,OlO  mortgage  Wiis  canceled,  and  a  mortgage  for  $2,00^^^^^^ 
dated  May  21st  1875,  in  lieu  of  the  other  $2,000  mortgage,  w^  — -^^ 
signed  by  Joseph,  but,  becaus^e  of  Mr.  Burniiam's  impression  i— ^  ^"^f 
some  change  in  the  firm,  the  name  of  the  mortgagee  was  1l     ^r^^tt 

blank  until  he  should  learn  what  was  to  be  insertetl.     For  tl -r'Mis 

reason,  the  §2,000  mortgage  of  1869,  which  had  always  been  ^^ 

Mr.  Burnham 's  possession,  was  not  then  canceled,  and  the  matt 
being  temporarily  laid  aside,  was  then  forgotten,  and  remaii 
in  statu  quo  until  the  complainants'  bill  for  foreclosure  was  fil« 
about  January,  1877. 

The   petitioners'   merits   depend  upon  whether,  under  tl». 
facts,  their  mortgage  is  entitled  to  priority  over  the  compla^  *  *^" 
ants'  lien  for  $3,500.     By  the  bill  it  is  averred,  and  by    ^^-l^© 
decree  it  is  a<ljutlgeil,  to  be  subsequent  to  it. 

Beyond  all  controversy,  the  complainants  advanced  the  wl"*  o'^ 
$3,500  upon  the  understanding,  arrived  at  in  good  faith  and  v*^i^ 
reasonable  diligence,  that  their  lien  therefor  should  be  first.  XTl^w 
gives  them  a  strong  claim  in  equity  to  insist  upon  such  prio^'^^y 
against  any  who  do  not  stand  upon  a  more  equitable  footi^^S* 
As  to  §1,000  of  their  debt,  no  one  has  any  equity  against  tli^™> 
because,  for  so  much,  their  priority,  both  at  law  and  equity, 
nndisputed,  and  if,  by  the  cancellation  of  their  $1^000  mortg*^ 
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that  priority  at  law  was  lost,  through  their  honest  mistake  as  to 
the  completeness  of  the  arrangmeut  pursuant  to  which  they  can- 
<«led  it,  equity  would  relieve  them  from  the  consequences  of  that 
mistake  against  the  petitioners,  who  have  not  changed  their  posi- 
tion because  of  it.     It  is  clear,  also,  that  the  complainants'  mort- 
gage is  entitled  to  priority  for  the  whole  sum,  so  far  as  the  agree- 
ment of  James  S.  Sturges,  surviving  creditor,  and  that  of  Thomas 
T.  Sturges,  jun.,  managing  executor  of  the  deceased  creditor,  can 
give  it,  for  their  consent  to  such  precedence  is  admitted.     With- 
out inquiring  into  the  effect  which  tliis  agreement  of  the  surviv- 
^^g  creditor  ought  to  have  upon  the  interest  of  his  deceased 
Partner,  it  undoubtedly  must  defeat  his  own  claim  to  priority, 
^'^d  hence  that  of  his  assignee,  who  derived  his  title  from  James 
^me  months  after  the  complainants  had  loaned  tlieir  money  on 
^*^c  strength  of  James's  agreement.      The  assignee,  therefore, 
clearly  has  no  merits. 

With  equal  conclusiveness,  the  contract  of  Thomas  T.  Sturges, 

J^B.,  the  managing  executor  of  his  father's  estate,  disposes  of  the 

^^ainis  of  that  estate,  unless  fraud  is  fastened  upon  the  com- 

l^'aiiiants.      For  it  is  well    settled    tliat  acts  done    by  one   of 

*^veral  executors,  whicli  relate  to  the  delivery,  gift,  sale  or  release 

^^  the  testator's  personalty,  are  deemed  the  acts  of  all,  and  bind 

^«ie  estate  accordingly.     Coote  on  Mortgaf/es  511 ;  2  Wiiis.  Exrs, 

^^4-7;  Ex  parte  Riyby,  19  Ves.^OJ;   Wlieeler's  Exrs.  v.  Wheeler, 

^^   Oow.  34-;  Shreve  v.  Joycey  7  TV.  ^^. 

Here,  the  testator's  widow  left  the  active  administration  of  the 
^^Uite  to  her  co-executor,  as  she  had  a  clear  legal  right  to  do 
V^'ScAewcfc  v.  Schenck,  1  C.  E,  Gr.  174-),  and  when  he  consented  to 
l^ostpone  the  lien  of  the  testator's  mortgage,  and  the  complainants 
^  *^ereujx)n  advanced  their  money,  that  consent  was  as  obligatory 
if  both  executors  had  signed  it,  Stuyvesant  v.  //a//,  ^  Barb. 
^^h.  151. 

Indeed,  the  avowed  purpose  for  which  the  mortgage  was  held, 

^He  strait  in  which  the  mortgagor  stood,  and  the  fact  that  the 

Surviving  obligee  and  the  managing  executor  so  readily  agreed 

^  give  the  complainants  priority,  make  it  highly  probable  that 

^f  the  executrix  did  not  consent,  it  was  merely  because  she  was 
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not  asked.     Thomas,  her  son,  who  was  living  with  her  at    •<—    >»<^ 
time,  Hays  he  believes  he  did  not  consult  her. 

Is  there,  then,  any  ground  for  charging  fraud  upon  the 
plainants? 

The  only  fraudulent  design  which  it  is  possible  to  suggest 
a  purpose  to  deprive  the  beneficiaries  under  the  will  of  The 
T.  Sturges,  deceased,  of  their  equitable  rights  in  the  priority 
the  J2,000  mortgage.    Mr.  Burn  ham  was  the  sole  representati 
of  the  complainants  in  the  transaction.      If,  therefore,  such 
purpose  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  complainants,  it  must  *be 
cause  he  entertained  it.     The  first  step  towards  making  it  o 
and  a  sine  qua  non,  is  to  show  that  he  had  knowledge  of  the 
istence  of  such  beneficiaries.     But  of  this  fact  there  is  not  a  pa::: 
tide  of  proof.     To  the  contrary,  he,  on  his  oath,  declares  that 
had  not  the  slightest  notice  or  information  that  the  mortgage 
held  by  any  other  parties  than  Sturges  &  Co.,  and  that  he  nev» 
heard  of  the  death  of  Thomas  T.  Sturges  until  long  afler  tl 
money  had  been  advanced,  and  just  before  the  filing  of  the  bi 
The  oath  of  this  gentleman  is  entitled  to  stand  against  much 
posing  evidence  ;  uncontradicteil,  as  it  is  here,  it  leaves  no  shad 
of  doubt.    The  meml)ers  of  this  cx)urt  are  unanimously  of  opioid 
that  his  integrity  is  not  to  be  questioned.    The  executor  Thonk 
also,  speaking  of  his  own  conduct,  says,  I  believe  truly,  "  wha^ 
did,  I  did  in  all  good  faith,  supposing  it  was  perfectly  rigls. 
I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  honesty  of  any  of  the  parties  in  t 
transaction. 

We  are  therefore  quite  agreed  that  by  the  case  made  on  'tMMis 
petition,  these  petitioners  have  no  merits.  This  renders  it  i»»" 
necessary  to  discuss  the  topic  of  surprise  without  laches ;  but  €>»Jr 
conclusion  upon  that  point  is  also  against  the  petitioners. 

Finally,  it  was  adjudged  below  that  the  averments  in  the  l>ill 
relied  on  as  setting  out  the  complainants'  right  to  preference,  ^^^ 
so  vague  and  uncertain  that  when  confessed  by  the  defendai^*-^^ 
default  and  proved  before  the  master,  they  did  not  warrant  ^-^^ 
decree  of  priority. 

The  same  precision  of  statement  that  is  required  in  pleadt  wig* 
at  law  has  never  been  attained  in  bills  in  equity,  but  such  deg^^^ 
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Certainty  should  be  adopted  as  may  give  the  defendant  full 
>rraatioD  of  the  case  he  is  called  upon  to  answer.     1  Dan, 
-  Pr.  373 ;  Houghton  v.  Reynolds j  2  Hare  264y  and  note, 
Che  bill  alleges  that  the  contract  to  subordinate  the  mortgage 
Sturges  &  Co.  to  the  complainant,  was  made  by  that  firm,  ©)• 
their  survivors  and  legal  representatives,  and  then  avers  that 
survivor  of  the  firm  was  James  S.  Sturges,  and  that  the  legal 
tesentatives  of  the  deceased  pfj'tner  were  his  executors,  Susan 
.  Thomas  T.  Sturges,  jun.,  and  these  persons  only  are  made 
sndauts  on   behalf  of  said  firm.      These  statements  fairly 
Dunt  to  an  assertion  that  the  contract  was  made  by  the  firm, 
by  James  and  the  executors  of  Thomas.     The  only  uncer- 
ity  about  it  is,  that  it  does  not  specify  which  of  the  two  con- 
sted.     Such  alternative  averments  are  not  admissible  by  the 
3t  rules  of  common  law  pleading,  but  reference  to  any  book 
equity  forms  will  show  that  there  they  are  not  infrequent, 
actions  at  law  against  the  survivors  of  a  firm,  or  against  ex- 
lx)rs,  the  declaration  would  state  the  several  possible  promises 
separate  counts,  but,  upon  the  whole  pleading,  the  defendant 
lid  be  apprised  of  the  ground  of  suit  with  no  more  accuracy 
1  this  bill  affords.    I  think,  even  on  demurrer,  a  court  would 
tate  to  adjudge  this  complaint  bad  for  uncertainty, 
kit  where,  as  here,  after  regular  proceedings  against  the  de- 
Ian  ts,  the  party  has  been  put  to  his  proofs,  and  a  final  decree 
lis  favor  has  been  made  and  executed,  it  is  unprecedenteil  to 
nit  such  an  objection  to  prevail.      Objections  to  pleadings 
ch  involve  no  substantial  interests  are  not  allowed  even  upon 
1  hearing.     Freeman  v.  Scojield,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  28. 
ind  it  is  then  too  late  to  complain  of  mere  want  of  precision 
he  bill.     Smith  v.  Kaij,  7  //.  L,  Cas,  7o0, 
?he  order  appealed  from  should  be  reverseil,  with  costs. 

Dea^ee  unanimously  reversed. 
22 
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Adah  A.  Putnam  et  al.,  appellants^ 

V. 

Lydia  a.  Clark  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  A  party  who  files  a  bill  alleging  that  a  paper  made  hy  him  has  been  alt 
since  its  execution,  and  asking  to  have  it  canceled,  must  prove  the  fact  o: 
subsequent  alteration. 

2.  Such  a  party  does  not  occupy  the  same  position  as  if  he  were 
claim  founded  upon  such  altered   instrument,  and  he  cannot  suooesrfi 
ground  his  right  to  a  cancellation  of  it  upon  a  technical  presumption  of  a 
alteration  arising  from  a  suspicious  circumstance  merely. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor^  reported  in 
nam  v.  Clarky  2  Stew.  Eq.  4^^. 

Mr.  Peter  Bentley  and  Mr.  Cortlandt  Parker,  for  appellant-— 

I. 

(a)  Suspicious  circumstances  being  shown  to  be  oonnecr"* 
with  the  alteration,  it  is  necessary  for  the  party  relying  on  # 
instrument  to  exphiin  satisfactorily  the  alteration. 

(6)  The  circumstances  of  this  case  make  the  alteration  apj>- 
not  only  suspicious,  but  also  probably  fraudulent, 

(c)  There  has  been  no  explanation  of  the  alteration  by  the  p^ 
relying  on  the  instrument.     The  decree,  therefore,  should  be 
versed.    Hunt  v.  Gray^  6  IV.  Q27 ;  1  Whart.  Ev.  §  629;  Ba 
V.  Taylor,  11  Conn,  531 ;  Bcaman  v.  Russell,  20  Vt.  205,  £2 
1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  50^;  MntthctcH  v.  Coultei^,  0  Mo.  896;  Ran 
V.  McCue,  21  GraiL  3^9;  Wilde  v.  Aiinshy,  6  Cush.  SU;  R 
kin  V.  BUickwell,  2  Johrui.  Caa.  19S  ;  'Jillou  v.  Clinton  and  Es 
Ins.  Co.,  7  Barb.  56 i  ;  Harker  v.  Gustin,  7  Hal.  4S. 

II. 

From  the  proofs  before  the  court,  it  will  be  presumed  tb« 
original  assignment  is  in  the  defendants'  possession^  and  t 
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is  i-oiicealed  by  them.  The  most  unfavorable  inference  is  to  be 
<lra\vii  against  them.  1  Greenl.  Ei\  §  559;  '2  Dan,  Ch,  Pi\ 
1S17 ;  1  WhaH.  Ev.  §  U7 ;  Greenl  Ev.,  §  558;  McGuire  v. 
^Tobiley  4^  Ala,  589;  HoJbi^ook  v.  Trustees,  ^8  III.  187 ;  Chicago 
<^  JS^.  IF.  R,  R.  Co.  V.  Ingersolly  65  III.  399 ;  Preslar  v.  Stall- 
worth,  37  Ala.  402;  Mason  v,  Tallman,  34  Me.  472;  2  WhaH. 
-feV.  §  1267. 

III. 

When  the  mortgage  to  which  this  mortgage  had  been  assigned 
•^"i  collateral  by  Barrett  was  paid,  Barrett  became  entitled  to  this 
•Mortgage,  and  he  has  never  lost  that  right ;  he  was  at  best  but 
^  trustee  for  the  complainant,  and  she  is  entitled  to  all  he  was 
^^^ titled  to.     Fauiin  v.  Kaighn,  5  Dutch.  4S0. 

IV. 

The  defendant  Clark's  executors  are   not  entitled  to  relief 

^^nder  their  cross-bill,  i.  e.,  to  have  the  complainant  pay  the 

^^^^nicipal  charges  which  were  upon  the  property  at  the  time  the 

P^^mises  were  purchased  by  Hosea  F.  Clark.     Shinn  v.  Budd, 

^  McCaH.  234  /  Garwood  v.  Eldridge,  1  Gr.  Ch.  160. 

-Ifr.  Hamilton  Wallis,  for  respondent 

!•  fiedfield  was  a  purchaser  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  for 
^'^Qe  and  without  notice,  or  was,  at  all  events,  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  the  insurance  company. 

^I-  Appellant  cannot  prevail  without  proving  the  assignment 
to  Barrett  to  be  a  forgery,  and  there  is  no  such  proof.  Kerns 
^^'  Sicope,  2  Waits  75  ;  Barker  v.  Gudin,  7  Hal.  45. 

^11-  If  not  a  forgery,  the  only  ground  remaining  to  appel- 
^ti  is  that  the  respondents  Redfield  and  Clark  are  bound  by 
toe  equity  existing  between  the  appellant  and  Barrett. 
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Messrs,  Collins  &  Corbin,  for  defendants. 

I.  Hoeea  F.  Clark  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  wi 
out  notice,  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  and  equity  will  pro 
him  and  his  representatives.   Portarlington  v.  Soulby,  6  Sim.  S, 
7  Id.  28  ;  Dawson  v.  Prince,  Q  DeO,&  J.  41 ;  Pierce  v.  Fau 
47  Me,  507 ;  2  Lead.  Gas.  in  Eq.  57,  and  cases  cited;  Lim 
ston  V.  Dean,  2  Johns.  Ch,  4^9  ;   Wihon  v.  Hill,  2  Beojs.  I 
Morton  v.  Rose,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  23-3 ;  Woodniffv.  Depue,  1 
Cart.  168  ;  Losey  v.  Simpson,  3  Stock.  246  ;  Danbury  v.  lUJbr^ 
son,  1  McCaii.  213  ;  Bloomer  v.  Henderson,  8  Mich.  395 ; 
V.  Blachcdl,  4  Jones  Eq.  58 ;  Stair  v.  Haskin,  11  C.  E.  O. 
MoU  V.  Clark,  9  Bair  399 ;  Van  Hook  v.  Somerville,  1 
Ch.  633;  Vredenburgh  v.  Buimet,  4  Steiv.  Eq.  229;  Ki 
Swope,  2  Watts  75 ;   Harker  v.  Gusten,  7  Halst.  4^ ;  Jones 
SmUh,  1  Hare  43. 

II.  The  Clark  defendants  have  good  presumptive  title  to      -^KAe 
bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  complainant  has  not  overcome         ^^* 
Stew.  Dig.  770  §  150;   Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hall,  1  HaL  «— ^"^Z 
N.  R.  Meadow  Co.  v.  Shrewsbury  Church,  2  Zab.  4^7. 

III.  The  complainant's  suit  cannot  prevail,  because  of       ^^^ 
gross  negligence.      Westet^elt  v.  Scott,  3  Stock.  80;   Van  FEX^ook 
v.  Somerville,  1  Hal.   Ch.  633;   Peabody  v.   Fenton,  S  S^^^'b^ 
Ch.  4^1 ;  Trenton  Banking  Co.  v.  Woodruff,  1  Or,  Ch.  ^^7'; 
Hoff.  Ch.  Pr.  306. 

IV.  Where  there  are  equal  equities  possession  must  pre'V^^'- 
Ardier  v.  Bank  of  England,  Doug.  637,  639;  Wells-  v.  Arc^^^^ 
10  S.  ct-  R.  412  ;  EUis  v.  Kreuizinger,  27  Mo.  311. 

V.  The  defendants  must  not  suffer  because  the  original  as^'^P*" 
ment,  which  is  said  to  have  been  altered,  is  missing.  Hoff'ifrM0OXi^ 
Ch.  Prac.  306. 

VI.  As  to  the  cross-bill.  Shinn  v.  Budd,  1  McOarL  ^^^'^ 
Oai^ood  V.  Eldridge,  1  Or.  Ch.  145;  Young  v.  Hill,  ^  ^^• 
Eq.  4^9. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Reed,  J. 

The  bill  in  this  suit  is  filed  by  Adah  A.  Putnam  and  her  hus- 
Imndy  to  secure  the  cancellation  of  a  certain  assignment  of  a  bond 
a^xid  mortgage^  which  assignment  purports  to  have  been  made  by 
the  complainants  to  one  William  C.  Barrett. 

It  appears  that  in  April,  1871,  Lydia  A.  Putnam  was  the 
owner  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  $12,000,  made  to  her  by  one 
Jane  M.  Mackey.     She  was  anxious  to  raise  money  by  means  of 
a  eale  of  this  security.     Her  attorney  for  many  years  had  been 
AVilliam  C.  Barrett,  of  New  York  city.     She  communicated  her 
Mrish  to  him,  and  he  undertook  to  negotiate  the  sale  of  this  mort- 
gage.   She  says,  in  her  bill,  that  he  represented  to  her  that  he 
had  a  client,  whose  name  was  William  C.  Ramsey,  who  was 
making  investments,  and  who  would  take  this  mortgage.     It 
ap|)ear8  that  she  and  her  husband  executed  an  assignment  of  this 
oiortg^e,  acknowledged  by  herself  and  husband,  and  that  the 
^^ignment  was  left  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Barrett.     The  bill  states 
that,  subsequently,  Barrett  informed  the  complainants  that  Ram- 
sey had  not  the  money,  and  that  he,  Barrett,  had  not  been  able 
to  procure  it.     The  assignment  remained  in  Barrett's  i)ossession, 
he  paying  the  interest  upon  the  said  mortgage  to  Mrs.  Putnam. 
In  March,  1876,  Barrett  assigned  this  mortgage,  as  collateral 
^security,  to  the  Relief  Fire  Insurance  Company  of  New  York. 
X*hey  re-assigned  it  to  one  Redfield,  and  he  to  the  respondent, 
Lydia  A.  Clark. 

The  complainants  became  aware  of  the  assignment  by  Barrett 

to  the  Relief  Fire  Insarance  Company,  after  Barrett  had  ab- 

scsonded,  and  the  complainants  had  sought  in  vain  for  their  mort- 

among  his  papers. 

Their  contention  in  this  suit  is,  that  Barrett  had  no  title  in  the 

Lortgage  which  he  assigned  to  the  fire  insurance  company;  that 

the  assignment  which  they  executed  at  the  time  Ban*ett  was  to  raise 

money  by  the  sale  of  the  mortgage  was  made  to  William  C.  Ram- 

,         sey,the  person  from  whom  the  money  was  expected ;  that  the  name 

i         William  C.  Ramsey  was  subsequently  fraudulently  changed  to 
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William  C.  Barrett,  and  that  respondent's  title  to  this  mortgs^^  ^^e 
rests  upon  this  forgal  assignment. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  the  mortgage  now  in  the  posg  ^i^^ 
sion  of  the  resiK)ndent8  be  delivered  to  complainants,  and  ^tr  l^^ 
assignment  by  Barrett  be  canceled. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  question  which  now  presses  for  so  ^  ^^' 
tion  is  whether  the  complainants  have  shown  an  alteration  in  "^t:  "^^ 
assignment  which  avoids  it. 

The  original  assignment  has  not  been  produced,  and  the  effo^ 
of  the  complainants  to  discover  it  have  been  uasuccessful. 
does  it  ap{>eiir  that  the  assignment  ever  came  to  the  hands 
Mrs.  Clark.      The  record  of  tiie  ashignment  has  been  offe 
The  rea>rd  shows  an  iussignment  acknowledged  before  Mr.  X 
tleton,  a  commissioner  of  New  York,  and  witnessed  by  h 
Underneath  his  name,  and  affixeil  to  the  attestation  clause, 
the  words,  "  The  words  '  C.  Barrett,  New  York,'  written  over 


erasure." 


,"^1 


Mr.  Nettleton  was  sworn,  and  says  that  he  has  no  recollect     ^  ^" 
of  this  particular  assignment.     He  says  that  when  he  has 
sion  to  note  an  altemtion,  his  habit  is  to  make  the  notation  o 
and  not  under  his  signature.     He  further  says  that  when  he    ^ci^ 
sires  to  make  such  a  notation,  after  he  has  signed  his  name^      '^^ 
makes  it  over  his  name,  and  if  there  is  not  space,  he  erases       *"*'^ 
name,  makes  the  notation,  and  re-writes  his  signature  undeac^    ^^' 
He  admits  that  he  has  sometimes  forgotten  to  write  his  nam^    ^ 
a  witness.     The  other  witness,  Mr.  Putnam,  has  no  recollect*^" 
at  ail  of  making  the  assignment.     There  is  no  evidence  oflfe*"*" 
on  the  part  of  the  respondents  relative  to  the  execution  of  th«   *^* 
signment. 

The  contention  of  the  counsel  of  api)ellants  is,  that  there  is^^  '" 
connection  with  the  proof  of  alteration,  such  suspicious  featt*  ^^ 
as  throw  upon  the  responilonts  the  burden  of  showing  that  ^^^ 
alteration  was  made  before  or  at  the  time  of  execution;  that  the 
resix)ndents,  having  failetl  to  prove  the  time  and  manner  of  *"^ 
alteration,  therefore  the  cancellation  of  the  instrument  should  *^ 
decreed. 

The  question  as  to  the  bnnlen  of  proof  in  cases  involving    "*^ 
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ity  of  altered  papers,  usually  arises  where  the  actor  grounds 
ight  of  action  upon  the  altere<l  instrument.  In  this  class  of 
iSy  by  a  rule  long  settled  in  this  state,  no  presumption  arises 
validate  an  instrument  because,  from  inspection,  an  alteration 
irs  to  have  been  made.     Cumberland  Bank  v.  Hall,  1  Hal. 

North  River  Meadow  Co,  v.  Shrewsbury  Church,  2  Zab, 

Hunt  V.  Gray,  6  Vr.  227. 
it  while  this  is  true,  it  is  probably  equally  true  that  the  ap- 
mce  of  the  alteration  itself,  or  slight  circumstances  connected 
with,  may  exhibit  indicia  of  unfairness,  which,  while  falling 
of  proof  thereof,  would  throw  upon  the  propounder  of  the 
ument  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  alteration  was  fairly 
i,  and  that  a  failure  upon  his  part  to  make  such  proof  would 
Drt  a  finding  against  the  validity  of  the  instrument.  Cases 
3tcd  in  ^  Greenl.  on  Ev,  §  564,  note. 

ere  this  a  cause  in  which  the  respondents  were  asserting  a 
I  based  upon  this  assignment,  the  question  would  arise 
her  such  indications  of  unfairness  exist.  Such  a  cause 
d  be  presented  by  a  foreclosure  suit  instituted  by  the  re- 
dents  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  assigned,  A  similar  cause 
d  appear  if  the  complainants,  ignoring  the  alleged  assign- 
,  should  file  a  bill  to  foreclose  the  same  mortgage,  and  the 
mdents  should  come  in  and  assert  their  right  to  the  same,  by 
e  of  this  assignment. 

le  present  suit  is  not  of  this  character.    It  is  an  attack  upon 
validity  of  a  paper  which  it  brings  into  court,  and  the  avoid- 
of  which  it  asks,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  a  forged  in- 
nent. 

tie  gravamen  of  the  bill  is  that  it  was  fraudulently  altered, 
complainants  do  not  stand  here  defending  against  a  person 
pnxluces  an  assignment  and  thereby  asserts  its  genuineness, 
they  occupy  the  position  of  i)arties  who  themselves  produce 
instrument  and  assert  its  falsity.  They  must  prove  that 
'ty.  They  cannot  rest  their  case  upon  a  technical  presump- 
arising  from  circumstances  of  suspicion.  They  must  prove 
►y  showing  affirmatively  a  collocation  of  circumstances  which 
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impress  the  mind  with   a  conviction  that  the  instrunnent  iv 
fniuduloiitly  altered.     This  the  complainants  Iiave  failed  to 
and  the  do<Tee  of  the  chancellor  should  \ye  affirmed. 

Decree  unanimoxuihj  aJUrmecl, 


John  R.  Van  IIoutkn,  executor  &c.,  appellant, 

r. 
Geoiige  PasT,  respondent. 

1.  AVhorc  a  |mroiit  littjucatlis  a  legacy  to  a  chiM  it  is  iinderstciod  to  bg=s  ^ 
Ix»rtioD,  and  if,  after  tho  cxct'iition  of  the  will,  the  parent  gives  a  Mim  ^^ 
money  to  the  child  (Mpial  in  amount  to  the  U>^a(*y,  if  it  he  rjuMlem  ptrnerLJ  t  ^^ 
will  be  an  ademption  of  tho  K'^.-icy,  if  so  intemled. 

2.  The  advanrement  of  a  lt'>.«»  sinn,  with  intent  to  go  on  the  legacy,  will  "^ 
an  ademption  pro  tmito. 

I).  Kvidrniv  «»f  parul  dci-laratiuns  of  testator  i>f  the  fact  of  giving  the  mo"^Kn^.*' 
i*»  not  admissihie,  Imt  such  fart  must  Ik?  prove«l  bv  other  lotimonv. 

4.  rhar;;i"s  in  I.MHiks,  madr  by  parent  against  child,  to  show  advanceme?  ^Cil* 
aibuittiil  ill  evident^':  sncli  trstiniony  havin^r  been  so  long  received  br  "t-lic 
iiiurls  nf  this  st:U»-. 

■'>.  Tlio  fact  of  the  numcy  havin'j  pas<fd  from  the  ])arent  to  the  child  b^^i"? 
]»roved.  it  Mill  Ih>  pre»umeil  lo  he^in  sutisfactinn  of  the  legacy  ;  but  the  prera.  XXXV' 
lion  will  be  ^djght,  ami  evidence  of  jtaiol  declarations  of  ttmitntor  that  he       <3.id 
imi  ^o  intrndjTind  ar<n  hi>  difla rations  in  reply  then.*to  that  be  d^d  00  \nt.^S^^^\ 
are  a«lmi>i««ilde.  ^  ^  - 

•».  whether  intende<l  to  ]»c  a  gift,  independent  rif  the  legacy,  or  the  i)ayKar»- ^^nt 
nf  a  di'bt,  or  a  imrtion  in  :idempii«)ii  of  the  legacy,  is  to  be  decided  by  the*  ^^^^ 
eiimstaiices  an«l  t'act<  pn»ve«l  in  each  case. 


On  apiH-al    from  a  decriH?  of  the  ordinary,  reported  in  T"     <w* 
Ilonten  v.  PoMy  -7  Star.  Kq,  70U, 

J/r.  ./.  Ih}jtprr  and  Mr.  ./.  I).  Brdk^  for  appellant. 

Mr.  71  7>.  Ilo.rsfif,  for  r^si)ondent. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Tarker,  J. 

Bacliael  Van  Houten  executed  her  last  will  on  the  20th  dav 
of  October,  a.  d.  1857,  and  died  in  the  year  1863. 

The  executors  named  in  her  will  were  her  son-in-law  John 
R.  Van  Houten,  and  her  son  Greorge  Post,  the  litigants  in  this 
J>uit. 

On  April  27th,  1866,  an  account  was  filed  for  settlement  in 
the  orphans  court  of  the  county  of  Passaic.     It  purports  to  be  . 
the  account  of  both  executors,  but  was  file<l  and  sworn  to  only  • 
'>y  John  R.  Van  Houten.    George  Post,  the  other  executor,  filed 
♦exceptions  to  the  account.     Van  Houten  prayed  allowance  for 
the    sum  of  $5,000,  paid   by  him  to  his  wife   Caithariue  ^Jjtt 
Houten  for  a  legacy  of  that  amount  bequeathed  to  her  b|^^c 
will  of  her  mother.  ^ 

Xo  this  claim  for  allowance  by  Van  Houten,  Post,  who  is 
'*^terested  in  the  residue,  excepted,  on  the  ground  that  after  t!ie 
♦•xeeuiioQ  of  the  will  the  testatrix  ailvanced  the  amount  of  said 
legacy  to  her  daughter  Catharine  with  the  intention  of  satisfying 
^he  bame,  and  that  thus  the  legacy  was  adeemed.  The  orphans 
Court  sustained  this  view  and  refiised  to  allow  Van  Houten  the 
Credit  he  claimed.  From  the  d«?cree  of  the  orphans  court.  Van 
^^Ouien  appealed  to  the  prerogative  court,  and  the  ordinarj' 
^•Brnied  the  same,  and  ordered  Van  Houten  to  pay  the  costs  of 
*Ppeal  out  of  his  own  funds.  From  the  decree  made  bv  the 
■^•^itiary  Van  Houten  appealed  to  this  court. 

Tlie  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  §5,000  legacy  be- 

L^^^thed  to  Catharine  by  the  will  (jf  her  mother  was  adeemed. 

*^*«^  bequest  is  at  the  clase  of  the  eleventh  item  of  the  will,  and 

^«:^ered  to  be  |)aid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  land  which 

^  executors  were  ordered  to  sell. 

VVhere  a  parent  l)eqneaths  a  legacy  to  a  crhild,  it  is  understood 

■^  a  portion,  and  if,  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  the  parent 
^^8  a  sum  of  meneyto  the  child  equal  in  amount  to  the  legacy, 

*t:  be  efuadem  getietis,  it  will  be  an  ademption  of  the  legacy,  if 
^      intended.     ^  Story* s   En.  Jur.   §   1111   d  m^.,  and  notes 
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thereto;  X?  Wms,  Exra.  {ed.  1S77)  1430;  2  Redf.  on  WUh  o. 
and  notes. 

And  if  the  advancement  of  a  less  sum,  with  intent  to  go 
the  legacy,  be  proved,  it  will  be  an  ademption  pro  tanto.     2 
on  Wiilft  OfjS, 

To  prove  tlie  ademption  of  a  legacy  it  must  ap|)ear,  first,  tJ^^"  ""^^ 

the  legatee  received  the  money  from  the  testator  after  the  exec -^^^" 

tion  of  the  will ;  and  secondly,  that  such  money  was  advanced —  ^ 

a  portion,  with  the  intention  of  satisfying  the  legacy. 

There  is  some  contradiction  in  the  authorities  as  to  the  adi 
sibility  of  the  parol  declarations  of  the  testator,  after  the  ex< 
tion  of  the  will,  upon  the  fact  of  the  passing  over  of  money 
the  child,  and  also  as  to  the  intent,  e?|>ecially  where  such  decli 
tions  are  not  made  contemporaneously  with  the  act.     After 
fid  examination  of  the  cases,  the  following  are  deduced  and 
as  rules  upon  tliis  much-vexed  question.     To  prove  the  n" 
fact  of  the  passing  over  of  the  money  from  the  {mrent  to 
child,  evidence  of  the  parol  declarations  of  the  testator  is  not 
missiblc,  but  such  indu{)endent  fact  must  Ix?  proved  by  other 
timony.     Fatckmr  v.  Watfa,  1  Atk.  J4O7  ;  Batlon  v.  AUeriy  1 
Ch.  00  ;  .i  Wmn,  Evrs,  liU- 

To  admit  evidence  of  such  declarations  would  be  to  revoke  '^^^ 
provisions  of  a  will  by  ])ar()l.  There  is  no  reason  for  such  a.  ^^ 
parture  from  ])rinci[>le.  Should  a  parent  make  an  advau:^^^^ 
ment  to  satisfy  a  legiicy  to  a  cliild,  and  there  be  no  evU^'^^* 
of  the  i'act  of  giving  the  money  to  the  legatee,  liQ^can  easily  iii3.*"' 
test  his  intention  bv  cxfM'Utinjj:  a  c«Mlicil.  v. 

Charges  in  b()<»ks  mad(*  by  parent  against  child  have  bed*  ^ 
long  admitti'd  in  the  courts  of  this  state,  as  tending  to  show  ^"" 
vancements,  that  the  rule  in  reference  t«)  these  cannot  novi^  ^ 
well  rhangod,  but  such  evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  passing  0"^^^ 
the  money  is  of  a  low  grade. 

The  fact  of  the  inoiiey  having  passed  from  the  parent  to  ^"*^ 
child,  after  the  ex<'(Mjtion  of  the  will,  being  proved,  the  *"**^^ 
(juestion  is  as  to  the  admis>ibility  of  evidenoj  to  show  tb©  *"" 
tention. 

Was  it  a  gift  indepcuulent  of  the  provisions  of  the  will*   ^^^  ' 
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or  payment  of  an  obligation ;  or  was  it  intended  as  a  portion 

lisfaction  of  the  legacy  ? 

le  current  of  authority  holds  that  it  will  be  presumed  to  be 

■ 

tion,  but  that  this  presumptiou  is  slight,  and  to  overcome  it  - 
noe  of  parol  declarations  of  the  testator  is  admissible  to  show 
he  did  not  intend  the  money  as  a  portion  in  satisfaction  of 
^cy,  and,  in  reply  thereto,  his  parol  declarations  that  he  . 
0  intend,  may  be  shown,  to  ascertain  if  the  presumption  be 
or  ill  founded.  RoseweU  v.  Bennet,  3  Atk,  77 ;  Kirk  v. 
«wi§,  S  Hcu'e  509. 

le  presumption  arising  from  the  passing  of  the  money  from 
larent  to  the  child  is  so  slight  and  so  easily  overcome,  that 
ule  may  be  stated  to  be  that  whether  the  money  was  intended 
a  gift  independent  of  the  legacy,  or  the  payment  of  a  debt,, 
portion  in  ademption  of  the  legacy,  must  be  decided  by  the 
instanoes  and  facts  proved  in  each  case, 
iclarations  of  a  testator  as  to  the  object,  when  admitted  in  evi- 
\  to  overcome  or  sustain  the  presumption,  in  order  to  adeem 
icy,  should  not  be  vague  and  uncertain,  but  should  be  stateil 
some  particularity,  so  that  they  could  be  understood  by  the 
>S8  who  heard  them.  Otherwise  they  should  be  entitled  to 
ittle  weight. 

darations  of  the  intention,  to  avail  as  evidence,  should  be 
by  a  testator  who,  at  the  time  of  making  them,  was  in  the 
BBion  of  his  mental  faculties.  If  the  evidence  in  the  case 
under  consideration  proves  tiiut,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
ed  declarations  as  to  intention,  Raehacl  Van  Houten,  the 
trix,  was  insane,  and  not  in  condition  of  mind  to  make  a 
such  declarations,  if  admissible,  should  be  disregarded  iu 
mining  the  question  whether  a  provision  in  so  solemn  an 
ument  as  a  last  will  should  be  thercby  rendered  nugatory, 
or  two  yeare  before  the  death  of  Rachael  Van  Houten  she 
insane.  For  some  time  previous  thereto  she  was,  as  the 
iwees  say,  out  of  her  mind  much  of  the  time.  In  the  early 
of  a  conversation  she  wouM  appear  to  be  ame,  but  if  the  in- 
iew  was  prolonge<l  she  would  become  excited  and  furious, 
^ially  would  this  be  the  case  if  the  conversation  related  to 
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}ier  property  or  her  will.  At  such  times,  the  witnesses  say, 
had  not  mind  enough  to  make  a  will.  For  the  last  two  } 
of  her  life  she  did  not  have  lucid  intervals. 

The  declarations  admitted  by  the  orphans  court  were  mad 
the  testatrix  about  the  time  of  the  interview  spoken  of  by  Aan 
Pennington  in  his  testimony,  or  subsequent  thereto,  and  to  a 
tain  her  state  of  mind  then,  it  will  be  necessary  to  refer  t 
evidence. 

Mr.  Pennington  says  that  the  testatrix  made  certain  dec 
tions  to  him,  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  1859,  as  to  the  o 
of  the  giving  of  money  which  the  exceptant  claims  was  adva 
by  her  to  her  daughter.  He  swears  that  he  drew  the  will 
superintended  its  execution  iu  1857,  and  that  before  he  calle 
her,  upon  the  occasion  he  speaks  of,  she  had  lost  her  mind  in  | 
measure,  but  when  her  partial  derangement  commenced  be  c 
not  say.  He  further  says  that  he  went  to  see  her  a  numlx 
times,  to  ascertain  if  she  was  in  a  condition  to  make  an  alten 
in  her  will  about  Adrian  Post,  in  relation  to  his  share,  an< 
those  occasions  she  would  get  flurried  and  unable  to  make  a 
as  he  thought ;  that  the  last  time  he  saw  her  she  was  very  n 
out  of  her  mind,  and  told  him  siie  was  afraid  he  would  do 
bodily  harm.  He  further  says  that  on  the  26th  day  of  Octc 
1859,  the  day  she  made  the  declarations  to  which  he  testifief 
would  not  have  allowed  her  to  cancel  that  will  under  any 
€umstances,  and  that  he  doubted  if  on  that  day  she  had 
capacity  to  make  a  new  will.  Some  of  the  other  witnesses  s] 
of  her  declarations  about  the  time  of  the  interview  with 
Pennington,  or  subsequent  thereto ;  but  in  view  of  his  evid 
as  to  her  state  of  mind,  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  their  t 
mony.  Whatever  she  said  under  those  circumstances  (if  1 
evidence)  should  have  no  influence  in  the  determination  of 
cause. 

Leaving  out  of  view  all  evidence  of  the  declarations  of 
testatrix,  for  the  reasons  already  stated,  it  remains  to  cons 
other  testimony  offered  by  the  exceptant,  for  the  purpos< 
proving  that  Catharine  received  the  money  from  testatrix  j 
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"^e  execution  of  her  will,  and  the  object  for  which  it  was  received 
•>y  her. 

It  is  8aid  that,  in  some  casual  conversations,  Catharine  admitted 

*hat  she  had  received  from  her  mother  $6,000,  in  satisfaction  of 

the  legacy.     Declarations  of  a  legatee,  botJi  as  to  the  fact  of  the 

^'eoeipt  of  money  and  the  object  for  which  it  was  received,  are 

laiportanty  and  proof  of  this  character  should  be  examined  with 

'iJUch  care.     The  only  testimony  produced  by  exceptant  on  this 

'^i^nch  of  the  case  worthy  of  consideration,  is  that  of  Aaron  S. 

t^ennington.     Upon  the  evidence  of  t-his  witness  the  decision  of 

the  prerogative  court  is  mainly  based. 

Mr.  Pennington  was  a  gentleman  of  high  character,  and  would 
not  intentionally  make  any  statement  he  did  not  believe  to  be 
true;  but  from  all  the  admitted  facts  in  the  cause,  and  from 
^ther  parts  of  Mr.  Pennington's  testimony,  it  is  evident  that  he 
Was  mistaken  in  his  statement  of  what  Catharine  said  to  him 
About  the  advancement  of  the  money. 

It  must  be  observed  that  the  examination  of  Mr.  Pennington 
as  a  witness,  took  place  nearly  nine  years  after  this  alleged  con- 
versation with  Catharine.     Mr.  Pennington  says,  in  substance, 
that  about  two  years  after  the  will  was  executed,  he  visited  the 
testatrix,  having  the  will  with  him,  and  that  his  recollection  is 
tl^at,  as  he  came  down  stairs  from  the  room  of  testatrix,  he  saw 
Catharine  for  a  few  moments,  and  told  her  that  her  mother  said 
that  the  $5,000  (referring  to  the  legacy)  had  been  paid  her  in 
the  house,  and  that  she  replied,  "  That  is  right."     He  adds  that 
his  impression  of  what  Catharine  said  depends  entirely  upon  his 
recollection.    Mr«  Pennington  further  says  that,  when  he  went  to 
Vila  office,  he  endorsed  what  the  testutrix  had  said  on  the  envelojKJ 
in  which  the  will  was  enclosed,  and  he  thought  he  had  also  en- 
dorsed what  "  Caty  "  said,  but  found,  when  he  came  to  give  iiis 
testimony,  he  had  not  done  so. 

If  Catharine  did  say  what,  after  the  lapse  of  so  many  years, 
Mr.  Pennington  thinks  she  saiil,  is  it  not  strange  that  he  did  not 
^orse  her  reply  to  him  on  the  envelope  at  the  time  he  endorsed 
Ine declaration  of  the  testatrix?  His  object  must  have  been  to 
preserve  evidence,  and,  as  a  lawyer,  he  must  have  known  that 
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the  admissions  of  Catharine  were  of  far  more  importance 
the  decU\ratioiis  of  testatrix,  especially  when  the  testatrix,  aa  tl 
witness  says,  had  lost  her  mind  to  such  an  extent  as  not  to 
able  to  make  a  will  upon  that  day. 

If  the  memory  of  the  witness  failed  him  as  to  his  snj 
I'ndorseincnt  of  what  "  Caty  '^  said  upon  the  envelope,  did  it 
also  fail  h  im  as  to  what  "  Caty  "  did  actually  say  ?     One  is  in  reft 
ence  to  a  su})posed  fact,  and  the  other  relates  to  a  hurried 
versation,  which  is  much  more  difficult  to  retain. 

The  strongest  evidence  of  inconsistency  in  the  testimony  ^cz>i 
Mr.  Pennington,  showing  conclusively  great  infirmity  of  memo^:K-^, 
is  the  fact  that  on  the  1st  day  of  February,  1865,  he  wroti^  s 
receipt  for  Catharine  Van  Houten  to  sign,  acknowledging 
receipt  from  the  executor  of  Rachel  Van  Houten  of  $5,000- 
for  the  very  legacy  in  question. 

Upon  this  instrument,  signed  by  his  wife,  John  R.  Van  HouN 


paid  the  money  which  in  his  account  he  asked  the  orphans  ooc^ft 
to  allow  him. 

Mr.  Pennington  was  not  the  adviser  of  the  Van  Hoote^^"*^ 
alone,  but  was  the  counsel  and  confidential  friend  of  the  whc^^*^ 
family  of  the  testatrix.  If  Catharine  had  told  him  the  l^a^^*^' 
had  been  paid  her,  by  advancement  of  money  by  her  moth^"  ^^ 
after  making  the  will,  would  he  have  allowed  the  executor  to 
her  again  ?  An  honorable  and  just  man,  such  as  all  admit 
S.  Pennington  was,  would  not  have  suffered  Catharine  to  recei^ 
a  double  [)ortion. 

But  it  is  said  that,  at  the  time  he  wrote  the  receipt,  Mr. 
nington    had  forgotten   that  Catharine  had    told   him  she  b^ 
receivcKl  the  amount  of  the  legacy  from  her  mother.     This  is  ^ 
acknowlwlginent  of   his  loss  of  memory.     The  writing  of  C 
H'ceipt  was  about  three  years  previous  to  the  examination  • 
Mr.  Pennington  as  a  witness,  and  if  he  had  any  memory  of  t- 
conversation  with  Catharine,  it  would  (»ertainlv  then  have  be 
more  accurate  than  at  the  sul)sequent  period  of  his  examinatif 

The  circumstances  attending  the  writing  of  that  receipt  w 
calculated  to  call  attention  to  what  Catharine  had  said  about 
legacy,  if  she  ever  did  say  what  the  witness  thinks  she  did. 
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^^€\r  that,  by  the  will  which  he  liad  drawn  and  kept  in  his  pos- 

^•ssion  until  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  Catharine's  legacy  of 

^5,000  was  to  be  jmid  to  h?r  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  certain 

«iind  by  the  executors,  which  sale  he  was  to  approve.     He  did 

**Pprove  the  sale  and  prepare  a  deed  for  the  property,  and  ako 

"^vrotea  receipt  for  commissions,  to  be  signed  by  the  person  wIjo 

^flfected  the  sale ;  and  on  the  same  day  he  wrote  the  receipt  for 

^'*e  legacy  for  Catharine  to  sign.     There  should  not  liave  been 

^^y  confusion  in  his  mind,  for  there  was  no  other  $5,000  l^cy 

^^equeathed  to  CJatharine. 

Is  not  the  fact  that  Mr.  Pennington  wrote  the  receipt  for  the 
'^gatee  to  sign  so  inconsistent  with  his  testimony  as  to  what  she 
•^^d  said  to  him  about  the  legacy,  as  to  conclusively  demonstrate 
^h«it  bis  memory  cannot  be  relied  npon?  If  the  conversation 
"^^ith  Catharine  had,  for  the  moment  while  writing  the  receipt, 
his  memory,  would  it  not  have  occurred  to  him  in  time 
have  the  money  refimded  to  the  executor?  Although  he 
*^^  list  have  seen  the  executor  and  legatee  almost  every  day,  there 
^vns  no  mention  of  the  conversation  with  Catharine  until- some 
t:lirec  years  afterward,  when  he  was  examined  as  a  witness. 

To  justify  Mr.  Pennington  in  writing  the  receipt  upon  which 
t^«itharine  was  paid  her  legacy  by  the  executor,  it  is  not  sufficient 
^o  say  that  he  did  not  wish  to  take  part  in  any  dispute  about  the 
^liatter,  nor  be  counsel  for  eitlier  jwrty. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  at  the  time  the  receipt  was  drawn 
^liere  was  any  controversy  about  the  legacy,  nor  did  the  difficulty 
^^^OBceming  its  payment  arise  until  Mr.  Van  Ilouten  presented 
^»is  account  for  settlement.     It  was  Mr.  Pennington's  duty  to  take 
part,  if  he  had  knowledge  of  a  fact  or  doclaration  of  the  legatee 
'wliich,  if  proved,  would  adeem  the  legacy.     It  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  so  just  a  man  as  Aaron  S.  Pennington  was  known  to 
w,  would  have  remained  silent  and  suffered  Catliarine  to  be  paid 
^0,000  which  he  knew  she  had  acknowledged  she  had  already 
^'eceived.     Much  less  would  he  aid  such  payment  by  drawing  a 
^f^ceipt  for  the  money,  for  her  to  sign. 

There  is  evidence  that  when  John  R.  Van  Houten  desired  to 
I       We  his  executor's  account  prepared    for  settlement  with  the 
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orphans  court,  he  took  the  papers,  including  the  $5,000  reoeL 
to  Mr.  Pennington  for  that  purpose,  and  that  the  account  clai 
ing  allowance  for  payment  of  the  l^acy  to  Catharine  was  p* 
pared  in  his  office. 

From  the  foregoing,  it  is  evident  that  Mr.  Pennington  t 
entirely  forgotten  what  Catharine  had  said  on  the  occasion  spol 
of  by  him,  and  he  says  he  never  spoke  to  !iot  again  on 
suhject. 

Tf  the  testimony  closed  here,  it  is  clear  that  there  is  not  slj 
cient  proof  to  justify  the  court  in  holding  that  'the  legacy  ' 
adeemed.  But  there  is  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  appelLi 
Catharine  Van  Houten  denies  positively  that  she  ever  told  - 
Pennington  what  he  says  he  thinks  she  did,  or  that  she  ever  i 
any  one  that  her  mother  had  given  her  any  money  in  satisfaol 
of  the  legacy.  Both  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Van  Houten  swear  that 
(Catharine)  never  had  the  $5,000,  nor  any  part  thereof,  in  pt 
ment  on  the  legacy.  Tliey  say  that  prior  to  the  construction 
the  house  referred  to  in  the  evidence,  or  about  that  time,  the  fc: 
tatrix,  while  yet  sane,  made  her  daughter  presents  of  a  few  snm 
sums,  amounting  in  all  to  about  $300,  to  aid  in  the  buildiv 
undertaken  at  the  testatrix's  request,  and,  in  fact,  in  part  for  ► 
accommodation,  and  tuwanl  which  she  had  promised  to  cc: 
tribute. 

This  version  of  the  tninsaction  is  sustained  bv  the  evidence 
Adrian  Post,  a  favorite  grandchild,  who  resided  with  her,  m^ 
knew  more  about  her  motives  while  she  was  in  possession  of  S 
mental  faculties  than  any  other  witness.  He  says  his  grar' 
mother  never  told  him  she  had  furnished  a  cent  toward  t 
house,  but  sai<l  she  would  help  along  a  little  towards  it,  for  t 
house  she  lived  in  was  not  large  enough  for  her  own  family. 

Mr.  Van  Houten  says  in  his  testimony  that  he  built  the  haii 
with  his  own  money,  except  about  $800,  which  he  received  fro 
his  wife,  $'K)0  of  which  he  says  her  mother  presented  to  her  '* 
different  times.  He  states  how  he  obtaineil  the  money  to  biiil 
the  house,  and  priMluees  a  copy  of  records  of  deeds  of  lands  sol 
by  him  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  work,  showing  coi 
siderat ion-money  expressed  as  received,  greater  in  amount  ths 
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^^e  cost  of  the  house.  There  is  also  evidence  to  show  that  at 
that  time  John  R.  Van  Houten  was  abundantly  able  to  pay  for 
such  a  hoase  from  his  own  funds. 

If  Catharine  received  $5,000  from  her  mother  during  her  life, 
^od  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  in  what  sums  was  it  handed 
to  her?  Was  all  given  her  at  once,  or  at  different  times,  and  if 
**^>  tow  much  at  a  time?  To  answer  these  important  questions 
^o  evidence  is  produced.  Is  it  not  strange  that  if  so  large  a  sum 
*'^  95,000  was  given  by  the  testatrix  to  her  daughter,  no  one  saw 
*t  done?  It  must  be  remembered  that  even  before  she  becjime 
inssine,  the  testatrix  was  not  capable  of  transacting  such  business 
witlioQt  assistance. 

Mr.  Pennington  or  Mr.  Van  Houten  had  attended  to  her 
fiiiuncial  afikirs  for  several  years  before  she  lost  her  mind.  The 
'*^oney  could  not  well  have  been  disbursed  by  her  to  Catharine 
without  the  knowledge  of  one  or  both  of  them.  Both  were  wit- 
**C86e8  in  this  cause,  but  neither  testifies  that  he  ever  saw  anv 
^oney  pass  from  the  testatrix  to  her  daughter. 

Again,  where  did  the  testatrix  get  the  money  to  give  to  her 

uaughter?     There  is  nothing  to  sliow  the  receipt  by  testatrix  of 

^^y  considerable  sum  of  money  at  the  time  of  the  building  of  the 

"Ouse,  or  within  a  reasonable  time  previous  thereto.     Several 

years  before  that  event  she  had  received  SI, 700  or  $2,400  for  a 

ttiortgage,  but  as  her  money  when   it  ciime  in  was  re-in vested 

^itlier  by  Mr.  Van  Houten  or  Mr.  Pennington,  it  is  not,  in  the 

absence  of  evidence,  to  be  presumed  that  the  testatrix  had  that 

n^oney  by  her  at  the  time  of  the  building  of  the  house.     If  not 

S'ven  to  Greorge  Post,  of  which  there  is  some  evidence,  or  use<l 

^*^  support  of  tlie  family  slie  had  aronn<l  her,  some  of  whom  were 

^ntinually  clamoring  for  money,  it  was  doubtless  re-investiMJ. 

Could  the  testatrix,  in  her  condition  and  witli  her  surround- 
^^p,  have  received  a  sum  so  large  as  to  satisfy  the  legacy  in 
question,  without  some  evidence  of  the  fairt?  Does  not  the  tes- 
timony prove  that  for  several  years  before  her  actual  insanity, 
^'je  was  not  able  to  transact  such  business  alone?  Wiien,  from 
whom  and  in  what  sums  did  she  receive  the  money  ?  Did  sh(^ 
give  any  receipt  or  writing  of  acknowledgment,  or  ciincel  any 
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mortgage  of  large  amount  ?  Or  is  there  any  parol  testimony 
the  particulars  of  any  such  transaction  ?  No  such  evideno 
produced.  The  testimony  in  the  cause  does  not  sustain  the  a 
gation  that  the  legacy  was  adeemwl. 

The  claim  of  the  appellant  for  the  payment  of  $5,000  to 
wife  for  her  legacy  should  have  Ikkju  allowed  him  in  his  acco 
before  the  orphans  conrt.     The  dt»cree  of  the  ordinary  afiBrin 
the  decree  of  the  orplians  court  is  reversed. 

The  ap))eliant  also  ap|>eals  from  that  part  of  the  decrci 
the  prerogative  court  which  directs  the  easts  of  the  ap|)eal  b 
paid  out  of  his  own  funds.  This  part  of  the  decree  siiould 
be  revei-sed.  While  it  is  true  tliat  the  mass  of  the  testimony- 
no  relevancy  to  the  issue  in  ihe  cause,  and  wliile  the  effort  app 
to  have  been  made  to  reveal  the  family  history  from  its  beginni 
in  its  most  hideous  and  repulsive  form,  rather  than  to  clucic 
the  question  before  the  court,  yet  it  cannot  be  j)erceived  that 
party  was  less  eager  to  prolong  such  a  disgnureful  contest  tJ 
the  other,  and  as  the  litigants  seem  to  have  equally  enjoyed  i 
character  of  litigation  for  more  than  thirteen  years,  each  pa 
shouUl  pay  his  own  costs  in  the  appeal  before  the  prerogat 
court,  and  also  in  this  court,  out  of  his  own  funds. 

Decree  unanimously  reversed 


Elisha  Ruckman,  ap])ellant, 

r. 
MARGARtrr  Ruckman,  respondent. 

1.  A  bond  and  mortgage  U'longing  to  a  hiishand  were  assigned  bv  hi 
one  S.,  and  by  S.  ininuMliately  ix'-jissigntnl  tt>  the  wife*;  Iwth  assignments 
duly  nckiiowledgeil.  and  that  to  S.  reconle*!,  by  the  husband's  direction 
the  bond  and  inortg-.ige  and  both  assignments  romaine<l  in  the  huslKind's 
session,  except  once  afierwanls  when  the  mortgage  was  delivered  tf>  the 
for  a  tem|)orary  pur|)Ose  and  then  returneti  by  her  to  her  husband.  Ther< 
no  consideration  lor  the  transfer— i/W</,  that  as  there  was  no  delivery  ol 
bond  and  mortgage  and  assignment  to  the  wife,  the  title  thereto  never  pi 
to  or  vested  in  her. 
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2-  CoslH  of  printing  a  vctlume  of  three  liundre<l  jwiges  of  testimony,  nine- 
»ntl3s  of  which  consiMted  of  matters  entirely  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  not 
llo^wed  to  either  parly  as  against  the  other. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  tlie  vice-chancellor,  rejwrted  id 
Ruckman  v.  Rucknian,  5  Stew,  Eq,  250, 

Air,  John  W.  Taylor y  for  ap[)ellant. 

TJ|K)n  the  evi<lence  there  arises  the  question  of  law,  whether 
there  teas  a  sufficient  delivery  to  Truike  the  asaigmaentji  effectual^  and 
rerf  the  title  to  the  mortgage  in  Mrs,  Ruckman,  Com,  I>ig.,  Ft  tit 
A  3,  A  4;  Coke  Lit.  36  a;  Shop,  Touch,  68;  3  Wash.  R.  P., 
[ith  FA.)  678;  Folly  v.  Vantuyl,  i  Hal,  163;  Cannon  v.  Can- 
non,  11  a  E.  Gr.  316;  Churdi  v.  Mmr,  i  Vr.  319;  Bump  on 
fraud.  Conv.,  {2d  Ed,)  W. 

•Wr.  /t  Allen,  jun.,  for  api)ellant,  cited — 

Ward  V.  Andlum,  8  Beav.  201 ;  Silmon  v.  Wilson,  3  Edw. 
*^;  ScoviOe  V.  Post,  3  Edw.  203;  Wheeler  v.  Kirtland,  8  C,  E. 
^'*-  1-j ;  Skillm(tn  v.  SkiUman,  2  Beas,  403;  Jackson  v.  Malsdorf, 
"  John8,  107 ;  Finch  v.  Finch,  16  Vesey  ^-i  f  Ambrose  v. 
Ambrone,  1  P.  Wms.  322;  Gascoigne  v.  Throing,  2  Van, 
I  ^^(^;  Garfield  v.  Hartmiker,  16  N,  Y,  4.76,  10  Paige  607 ; 
^^^  V.  Stevenson,  2  C,  E,  Gr,  413;  3  Johm,  (Jh,  383, 
f^;  3  Yes.  361;  1  Jacobs  126;  Fulton  v.  Faltou,  48  Barb. 
^^h  Shititoff  V.  Francis,  118  Mass,  164 ;  ^oble  v.  Smitli,  2 
^^^is.  63-66;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Strange  040,966;  Ddmotte 
^'  T^<iylor,6  Bradf.  417 ;  Tait  v.  Helbert^,  2  Yes.  112. 

"^  Jacob  W^eart  and  Mr.  I,  W,  Scudder,  for  respondent. 

^  gift  can  be  made  in  two  ways — by  parol,  or  by  deed  in 
^^***g.  The  donee  must  be  put  in  ])os6ession  of  the  property 
actually  or  constructively. 

Aoesession  is  given  in  two  ways — of  goods  and  chattels  by 
****^'  or  oonstructive  delivery. 
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Of  choses  in  actiou  by  an  assignment  in  writing,  or  by  a  par 
assignment  and  actual  delivery.  Betts  v.  Franois,  1  Vr.  15£ 
Bills  V.  Slevenson,^  C.  E.  Gr.  407;  2  Ken(%  Qmm.  439. 

A  bond  and  mortgage  is  a  chose  in  action,  and  may  be  m 
signed  in  equity  by  a  mere  delivery.     Galway  v.  FuUeiioUy  ^ 
Fj,  Gr,  JSO ;  Bower  v.  Haddejiy  3  Slew,  Eq.  173 ;  Denioti 
Cole,  3  Stew.  Eq.  .^0  ;   Hughes  v.  Xclson,  2  Steto.  Eq,  o49. 

If  the  bond  and  mortgage  was  assigned  to  defraud  creditci 
the  assignment  will  be  set  aside  as  to  creditors,  but  is  good 
tween  the  parlies.     Tantum  v.  Miller ,  3  Slock.  651 ;  Cuiler^ 
TuUle,  4  a  E.  Gr.  oOJ  ;  Say  re  v.  Fredericks,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  2t> 
1  Slory^s  Ep  Jur.  §  372. 

Where  a  party  makes  a  transfer  of  property  for  the  purp^ 
of  committing  a  fraud,  (he  law  will  not  give  him  any  aid  to  i 
cover  the  same  ba(»k.  Tantum  v.  AliUer,  3  Stock.  551 ;  1  Slori 
Eq.  Jur,  §  29S;  Ruchium  v.  Ruchnan,  5  Slew.  Eq.  259  ;  Cuid 
v.  Tullle,  4  C.  E.  Gr.  502;  Baldwin  v,  Campfield,  4  Hal,  C 
891 ;  Crawford  v.  Bertholf  Sax.  458  ;  Folly  v,  VarUuyl,  4  ffc 
153 ;  Farlee  v.  Farlee,  1  Zab.  285 ;  Cannon  v.  Oannon^  11  ^ 
E.  Gr.  310  ;  Dills  v.  Stevenson,  2  C,  E.  Gr.  413  ;  Irons  v.  Sma^ 
peaxiCy  2  B.  &  Ad.  551  ;  2  Spenc.  Eq,  Jur.  907 ;  London  a"^ 
Brighton  Raihray  Co.  v.  Faircloughy  2  Mann.  &  Gr.  693 
Westerlo  v.  l)e  U7«,  30  N.  Y.  345;  Hackley  v.  Vrooman,  tf 
Barb.  070;  WaUingsford  v.  Allen,  10  Pet.  549;  Lucas  v.  iiicc: 
1  Atk.  270;  Martin  v.  Funk,  75  N.  Y.  134;  Sowerbye 
Ardeiiy  1  Johns.  Cli.  250,  258 ;  Minar  v.  Rogers,  40  CotM 
512 ;  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  L.  R.  (3  Eq.)  091 ;  Morg^ 
V.  Malleson,  L.  R.  (10  Eq.)  475  ;  Wilson  v.  Hill,  2  Beas.  14^ 
Black  V.  Black,  3  Stew.  Eq.  227  ;  Van  WinkU  v.  Belleville  Muiw. 
Ins.  Co.,  1  Beas.  335. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Green,  J. 

m 

This  is  a  controversy  between  husband  and  wife,  respecCi 
the  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  originally  made  to  the  h* 
band,  and  alleged  to  have  been  assigned  to  the  wife.     It  i^ 
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lorna  a  foreclosure  suit  brought  by  the  wife,  now  living  aj>art 

from   her  husband,  against  the  owners  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The   bill  sets  out  the  bond   and  mortgage,  and  alleges  that  the 

hu&l>and  by  writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  assigned  the  same 

to  ooe  Richard  L.  Simonson ;  and  that  Simonson  immediately 

assigned  the  same  to  the  wife ;  that  both  assignments  were  duly 

acknowledged,  and  the  one  from  the  husband  to  Simonson  was 

afterwards  placed  on  record  by  the  husband's  direction.     By 

v^irtue  of  the  assignments,  the  wife,  in  her  bill,  claims  title  to  the 

^nd  and  mortgage  as  a  gift  from  the  huslmnd. 

The  bill  does  not  aver  that  the  assignments,  or  either  of  them, 
were  ever  delivered  either  to  Simonson  or  to  the  wife,  but  ex- 
pressly charges  that  the  bond,  mortgage  and  assignments 
retuained  in  the  possession  of  Ruckman,  as  the  husband  and 
«)gent  of  the  wife.  The  prayer  is,  that  the  husband  may  be 
*^ecreed  to  deliver  the  securities  and  assignments  to  the  com- 
Pl^iiant,  and  for  a  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
P^mises. 

The  husband^  who  was  made  a  party  defendant,  answered  the 
"*n.  He  admits  the  formal  execution  of  the  papers,  but  avers 
^'^t  the  same  never  passed  out  of  his  hands  or  from  under  his 
^*^Otrol,  and  that  no  delivery  thereof  was  ever  made,  either  to 
^'^Oonson  or  to  the  wife.  He  denies  that  she  ever  had  posses- 
^^on  of  the  assignments,  or  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  by  virtue 
^*  any  delivery,  absolute  or  constructive,  or  that  he  ever  held  the 
®^^*ie  or  any  of  them,  as  the  agent  of  the  wife  or  in  trust  for  her. 
The  decree  below  was  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Ruckman,  in  accord- 
^noe  with  the  prayer  of  her  bill,  and  the  case  is  now  brought  to 
this  a)urt  for  review. 

The  whole  contest  is  between  the  husband  and  wife  as  to  her 

t*He  to  the  bond  and  mortgage.     The  owners  of  the  equity  of 

''^*emption  make  no  defence.     Ruckman  is  not  asking  relief. 

^e  are  not  called  upon  either  to  affirm  his  title  or  to  declare  the 

^^sfer   fraudulent   and   void,   as   against   his    judgment   and 

,        ^taching  creditors  who  were  made  parties  to  the  bill.    All  these 

I        xuatters,  though  discussed  on  the  hearing,  may,  for  the  purposes 

1       ^*  this  case,  be  safely  laid  out  of  view. 

\ 
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To  maintain  her  action  it  is  necessary  for  the  respondent  t 
establish  her  title  to  the  secnrities  in  quc^stion.     The  burden 
on  her.     In  her  bill  she  cliiims  title  bv  virtue  of  the  deeds  c 
assignment,  and  charges  that  the  tmnsfcr  from  lluckman  to  hi 
was    good    as    a   gift.     The   two    assignments   were   exec'atc 
simultaneously.     Tiiey  constitute  but  (me  transaction.     Simoi 
son  was  called  in  by  Ruck  man  merely  to  act  as  a  medium  < 
instrument  for  passing  the  title.     No  delivery  of  either  assig: 
ment  was  made  to  or  by  him.     He  merely  affixed  his  name 
an  instrument  prepared  by  Ruckman's  direction  without  readii 
it  or  knowing  the  subject   matter   of   the  transfer.     No  ti 
vested  in  him.     He  disclaims  all  interest  under  the  assiorume 

o 

made  bv  Ruckman.  Nor  was  it  the  intention  of  Ruekmati 
vest  any  interest  in  Simonson,  but  merely  to  use  liim  as 
medium  for  passing  the  title  to  the  wife,  should  it  become  adv 
able  to  make  the  transfer.  The  two  assignments  may  Yye  e* 
sidered  as  one  instrument  designed  for  passing  title  from  I 
husband  to  the  wife.  Upon  delivery  to  her,  l>oth  would  t& 
eflect  as  one  deed. 

The  formal  execution  of  the  assignments  by  signing,  seah'i 
and  acknowledging  is  admittal,  but  their  delivery  to  the  r 
S[K>ndent  is  denied.  This  is  the  real  issue  in  the  cause.  TI 
transfer  was  purely  voluntary  and  without  consideration  eith^ 
valuable  or  meritorious.  It  does  not  fall  within  the  line  o 
cases  where  effect  has  sometimes  been  given  by  courts  of  equit 
to  certiiin  deeds,  such  as  declarations  of  trust  and  family  settle 
mcnts,  though  retained  in  the  cnst(xly  of  the  grantor  and  nevi 
delivere<l  during  his  life.  It  is  subjwt  to  the  universal  ru 
upon  which  all  the  books  agree,  that  delivery  is  one  of  tl 
essential  requisites  to  the  validity  of  a  deed. 

Was  a  sufficient  delivery  of  the  assignments  made  to  tl 
respondent  to  vest  the  title  to  the  mortgjige  in  her?  The  essen* 
of  the  <lelivery  consists  in  the  intent  of  the  grantor  to  jwrfe 
the  instrument,  and  to  make  it  at  once  the  alwolute  pn>[>erty  < 
the  grantee,  and  his  acts  and  dei'larations  are  the  evidence  of  siii 
intent.  If  both  parties  be  present,  an<l  the  usual  formalities  i 
execution  take  j)lace,  and  the  contract  is  to  all  ap|)earance  co 
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^^^13  mated  without  any  conditions  or  qualifications  annexed,  it  is 

a  conplete  and  valid  de€<l,  notwithstanding  it  be  left  in  the  cus- 

tcK^y  of  the  grantor.     But  where  there  is  not  an  actual  transfer 

of  t  lie  deed,  it  must  satisfactorily  appear  either  from  the  circura- 

®^3.ric.-es  of  the  transaction,  or  the  acts  or  words  of  tlie  grantor, 

that  it  was  his  intention  to  part  with  the  deed  and  put  the  title 

in  the  grantee.     F<tllj/  v.  Vantuyl^  If,  Hal,  153 ;  Farlee  v.  Farke, 

^  Zub.  279 y  286  ;  Crawford  v.  Berthoify  S<ix,  JfJjS  ;  Omnon  v.  Cdn- 

^*oi%^  11  a  E.  Gr.  316;  4  Kent's  Comm,  456;  3  Wash.  R.  P.  581. 

In  this  case,  tliere  is  no  evidence  that  either  of  the  assignments 

"Was  ever  delivered  to  the  respondent.     Slie  was  not  present  at 

their  execution.     They  never  came  into  her  liands.     She  never 

heard  of  the  transfer  for  more  timn  six  months  afterward.     No 

one  was  present  when  the  papera  were  executed  but  Ruckman, 

Siinons(m  and  the  attorney    wl)o  prepared  them,  and  possibly 

^^^    of  his  clerks.     So  far  as  appears  by  the  evidence,  not  an 

^^  was  done  or  word  said  by  the  appellant  evincing  any  intent 

^J^  his  part  to  perfect  the  instrument,  and  to  part  with  its  pos- 

^^**8ion  or  his  control  over  it.     On  the  contrary,  he  directed  the 

atti»rney  to  send  the  assignment  from  Ruckman  to  Simonson  to 

^he  clerk's  office  for  record;  and  the  one  to  the  respondent  he 

P*aoe<l  with  the  bond  among  his   pa|>ers  in  the  bank,  where  it 

'^'^^ained,  according  to  Ruckman's  account,  until  he  destroyed  it. 

■*-he  atisignment  was  not  made  in  pursuance  of  any  contract  or 

^''rangement  with   the  respondent,  and    no  presumption  arises 

^•^Mn  the  mere  fact  tliat  it  was  acknowledged,  so  long  as  it  re- 

'^^irietl  ill  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  grantor. 

7*^^11  if  it  was  the  intent  of  Ruckman  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 

^^U   of  the  papers  to  |>erfect  the  gift  by  delivery,  still  it  was 

^^ocable  until  carried  into  eflFect.     A  mere  intention  or  promise 

^    give,  without  some  act  to  pass  the  property,  is   not  a  gift. 

htjre  exists  the  locus  penitentice  so  long  as  the  gift  is  incom- 

P'^t^  and  left  imperfect.     2  Kent's  Comm.  438. 

Tti  Pringle  v.  PringlCy  59  Pa.  t<t.  28 ly  the  same  principle 
^^^  involved  as  in  this  case.     The  question  arose  upon  the  as- 
"Sninent  of  a  promissory  note.     Mr.  Justice  Sharswood,  in  his 
l^**ii,:i!i,  says: 
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either  of  the  assignments  or  of  the  mortgage  itself,  and 
I  reason  she  must  fail  in  her  action,  both  against  the  ap- 
and  the  owners  of  the  equity  of  re<lemption.  It  is  a  well- 
rule  that  courts  of  equity  will  lend  no  assistance  towards 
ing  a  mere  voluntary  contract  while  it  remains  in  jiei*L 
rill  only  enforce  gifts  and  assignments  inter  vivos  when  the 
assignment  is  perfected  and  complete.  If  anything 
remains  to  be  done  to  complete  the  title  of  the  donee, 
Df  equity,  treating  the  donee  as  a  mere  volunteer,  will  not 
1  to  carry  it  into  effect.    1  Story's  Eq,  Jur.  §  700 y  and  cases 

re  disposing  of  the  question  of  costs,  the  court  desires  to 
ention  to  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  testimony  taken 
cause.  The  printed  book  contains  nearly  three  hundred 
)f  evidence,  not  one-tenth  of  which  has  any  direct  l)earing 
he  real  issue  between  the  parties.  The  remainder  consists 
of  inquiries  into  the  private  affairs,  social  status,  domestic 
18,  and  general  moral  or  immoral  character  of  the  parties 
)f  it  totally  irrelevant,  and  much  of  it  disgusting  in  its 
The  taking  of  such  testimony  is  an  onerous  tax  upon 
ts,  and  the  reading  of  it  an  imposition  on  the  court.  No 
lerefor  will  be  allowed  either  party  as  against  the  other, 
decree  should  be  reversed,  and  the  complainant^s  bill  dis- 
,  but  without  costs,  either  in  this  court  or  in  the  court 
as  between  the  parties  to  this  appeal.  The  respondent's 
)  the  bond  and  mortgage  having  entirely  failed,  the  bill 
be  dismissed  as  to  the  other  defendants,  but  no  appeal 
;  been  taken  on  their  behalf,  they  must  seek  relief  in  the 
)f  chancery,  and  apply  for  the  dismissal  there. 

reversal — Beasley,  C.  J.,  Depue,  Knapp,  Scudder, 
Syckel,  Clement,  Cole,  Dodd,  Greex — 9. 

afiSrmance — Magie,  Reed — 2. 
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Morgan  6.  Colt  et  al.,  appellants, 

V, 

Elias  N.  Miller,  administrator,  &c.,  respondent 

Messrs.  Bedky  Muirhead  &  ifeOee,  Mr.  Ashbd  Oreen  a 
B,  Wililamsony  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  C.  &  R.  W.  Parker,  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam. 

This  decree  unanimously  affirmed  for  reasons  given 
chancellor  in  the  case  below,  6  Siew.  Eq.  6. 


Margaret  Crater  et  al.,  appellants, 

V. 

Jacob  Welsh,  executor,  respondent. 
Mr.  A.  Q,  Keasbey,  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Alfred  Mills,  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam. 

This  decree  unanimously  affirmed  for  reasons  giv 
chancellor  in  the  case  below,  5  Siew.  Eq.  177. 


Daniel  F.  Tompkins  and  wife,  api)elIaD 

r. 
David  Campbell,  respondent. 

Mr.  Fred.  Addras,  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Elwood  C.  Hams,  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam. 

This  decree  unanimously  affirmed  for  reasor 
'»hanceIlor  in  the  case  below,  5  ^iew.  Eq,  170. 
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Theodore  Runyon,  Esq.,  Chancellor. 


3RAM  V.  Van  Fleet,  Esq.,  Vice-Chancellor, 


HULDAH    H.    SCHANCK 


V, 


Charles  W.  Schanck. 

!  a  wife  in  anger  told  her  husband  that  lie  "might  go  his  wny  and  she 
)  hern/'  and  gave  other  evidence  of  her  desire  that  they  should  live 
but  immediately  retracted  and  besought  him  not  to  go,  and  he,  not- 
ling  her  entreaties,  left  her,  in  u  pussiou,  and,  without  any  attempt  at 
ation  and  without  contributing  anything;  towards  her  support  or  even 
eating  wiih  her  in  any  way,  reinsiiiied  away  from  her  for  ihree  years, 
1  the  time  in  the  same  county  with  Ikm* — //c/rf,  that  she  was  entitled  to 
t  for  desertion. 


Tor  divorce.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

(363) 
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Schanck  v,  Schanck. 

Mr,  W,  T,  Hoffman,  for  complainant. 
Mr.  B.  GtLmmere,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  suit  is  for  divorce  from  the  bond  of  marriage 
brought  by  a  wife  against  her  husband.  •  The  ground 
tion.  The  bill  was  filed  on  the  ]2th  of  August,  187{ 
cliarges  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  willful,  a 
and  ol)stinate  desertion  of  the  complainant  for  a  period 
years  and  more  before  the  filing  of  the  bill.  The  time  s 
the  beginning  of  the  desertion  is  the  25th  of  Januar 
Tlie  parties  were  married  in  this  state,  in  January,  II 
they  are  and  have  been  ever  since  the  eommencemen 
alleged  desertion,  and  were  previously  thereto  for  ab 
years,  residents  and  inhabitants  of  Monmouth  county, 
the  greater  part  (and  indeed  almost  all)  of  the  large  an 
testimony  which  has  been  taken  in  the  cause  has  i*ef< 
inattei-s  (the  history  of  the  married  life  of  the  parties 
the  desertion)  which  in  my  view  of  the  aise  it  is  not  neoc 
profitable  to  advert  to  at  any  considerable  length.  A  [ 
the  main  facts  will  be  enough  on  that  score.  Immediat 
their  return  from  their  wedding  tour  the  parties  went  to 
the  city  of  New  York,  where  the  defendant  was  engaged 
ncas  as  a  broker.  Thev  boarded  there  until  the  middles 
1871,  when  he  failed  in  business.  He  proposed  to  his  wipE 
live  with  his  parents  in  One  hundred  and  fifty-second  st 
she  preferred  to  come  out  to  Keyport,  where  her  parents  li 
they  came  out  accordingly,  and  boarded  with  her  father  i 
spring  of  1872,  when  they  went  to  his  mother's  farm  a 
Ridge,  in  Monmouth  county.  *  They  remained  there  i 
si'arlet  fever  broke  out  in  the  tenant's  family  (seven 
being  ill  of  the  disease  at  the  same  time),  and  then  the  a 
ant  returned  to  her  father's  house,  but  the  defendant 
The  complainant,  after  six  weeks'  stay  at  Keyport,  reti 
Cream  Ridge  and  stayed  till  November,  1872,  when 
her  husband  went  to  Keyport,  and  from  there,  in  sam 
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Brooklyn.  They  boarded  in  the  last-mentioned  city  until  April, 
W73,  being  supported  by  an  allowance  of  $25  a  week,  made  to 
tW  defendant  by  his  father.  While  in  Brooklyn,  the  defendant 
endeavored  to  obtain  employment  as  a  clerk,  but  without  su(!cess. 
In  April,  1873,  l\i8  father  having  met  with  losses  in  business, 
refused  to  continue  the  allowance,  but  invited  the  parties  to  come 
to  Cream  Ridge,  offering  to  board  them  in  his  house  and  pay  the 
defendant  f  1  a  day  for  his  services  around  the  ]>lace.  The 
^iefendant,  having  no  other  resources,  went  accordingly,  but  the 
complainant  was  unwilling  to  go,  and  remained  with  her  parents 
at  Keyport,  which  is  about  thirty-five  miles  distant  from  Cream 
Hidge.  l^he  defendant,  on  the  oife  hand,  attributes  her  refusal  to 
live  with  him  at  the  farm  to  her  dislike  of  agricultural  life  an<l 
her  mortification  at  his  accepting  employment  so  far  below  the 
Pleasure  of  his  capabilities.  She,  on  the  other  hand,  avers  that 
the  reason  was  merely  her  unwillingness  to  live  with  his  mother, 
whoee  sour  temper  and  unpleasant  treatment  had  rendered  her 
Qnhappy  during  her  previous  stay  there.  The  defendant  con- 
tinued at  the  farm  until  the  spring  of  1874,  when  he  entered 
into  a  new  agreement  to  work  it  "on  shares;"  he  and  his  wife 
to  have  for  their  occupation  a  part  of  the  house  separate  from 
that  oocu))ied  by  his  parents.  The  complainant  refused  to  go 
there.  In  February,  1874,  an  agreement  was  suggested  and 
<lniwn  up  by  a  friend  of  the  defendant's,  at  whose  house  the 
Parties  were  paying  a  short  visit  of  a  few  days  together,  by  which 
the  defendant,  on  the  one  hand,  agreed  to  make  an  eifort  (by 
P>ing  to  New  York  to  "  l)oard,  advertise  and  answer  advertise- 
'nentB*'  for  ten  days,  if  his  parents  would  furnish  the  money),  to 
pt  employment  in  New  York  or  its  vicinity  at  a  salary  of  not 
'«88  than  $600  a  year  with  a  prospect  of  promotion,  and  she,  on 
the  other  hand,  agreed  that  if  he  should  make  the  effort  and  fail, 
^he  would  go  to  the  farm  and  without  complaint  perform  her 
"nties  there.  She  declined  to  go,  however,  and  stayed  with  her 
Patents;  her  husband  remaining  on  the  farm,  working  it  under 
the  agreement|  and  visiting  her  occasionally.  In  January,  1875, 
he  was  at  her  father's  house  on  one  of  his  visits,  and  while  there 
(he  occfUTenoe  took  place  from  which  the  complainant  dates  the 
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HesertioD,  and  of  which  it  will  be  neoessary  to  speak  at 
The  defendant  then  left  tlie  complainant,  and  though  he 
ever  since  lived  on  the  farm  and  she  at  her  parents'  hoosc^     in 
Keyporty  he  had  never,  up  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  con- 
tributed to  her  support  or  even  communicated  with  her  in  wmjr 
way.   The  transaction  of  January,  1875,  just  referred  to^  oocurred 
on  Friday  night  and  Saturday  morning,  the  19th  and  20th.    The 
complainant  narrates  it  as  follows: 

'*  Friday  night  we  were  talking,  and  I  wanted  him  to  get  something  to  d^ 
and  got  to  talking  about  it,  and  he  got  angrj  with  me,  and  I  can't  tell  ycp^ 
what  he  said,  but  he  left  the  room ;  that  was  the  time  he  went  out  of  the  hou^^ 
when  he  said  he  walked  round  several  times,  and  then  he  came  b^usk  agaif  * 
he  was  talking  about  everything ;  he  wanted  me  to  live  with  his  mother,  wadL    *- 
said  I  would  not  do  it ;  then  I  wanted  him  to  get  something  else  to  do,  aod  ^^^ 
were  talking  about  that ;  then  he  came  back  and  went  to  bed,  and  the  ne-^^ 
morning  he  went  to  New  York.    Sometime  before  that,  the  visit  before,  wh^^ 
lie  came  to  our  house,  he  asked  me  for  the  ring  that  was  given  with  the  and^*^ 
8tanding  that  when  I  was  tired  of  him,  I  would  give  it  to  him ;  but  he  took.    ^^ 
away  from  me  himself,  and  I  cried  and  he  gave  it  back  to  me;  and  heh^*-^ 
before  repeatedly  asked  nie  when  I  was  tired  to  give  him  that  ring  back  »:M^°^ 
he  would  understand  ;  after  we  had  those  words  Friday  night,  Saturday  mor"'*^* 
ing  I  turned  round  and  gave  him  that  ring;  I  did  so  because  I  felt  oomplet^^T 
tired  out  with  him — worried  and  worn  out,  completely  exhausted — so  that*    1 
thought  that  I  could  not  stand  it  any  longer ;  he  took  the  ring  and  we  Hm^^ 
went  down  to  breakfnst ;  he  w:i8  very  pleasant  and  talked  with  them  all ;     * 
was  very  silent,  and  when  we  went  out  of  the  dining-room  door,  he  did  «tot 
say  good-bye  to  me,  so  I  said  to  him,  'Ain't  you  going  to  kias  me  gcK^^^' 
bye?'  he  said  *Ye6,'  and  kissed  me  and  left;  he  came  back  Saturday  ni^^t 
with  the  boat  and  treated  me  very  coolly  and  indifferently ;  he  did  not  0*/ 
anything — did  not  say  a  word ;  I  don't  tiiink  we  said  five  words  to  each  other; 
the  evening  passed,  and  at  night  we  retired  ;   he  and  my  father  had  a  long 
conversation,  and  I  heard  him  say  that  he  had  made  so  much  on  the  fwW^^ 
between  $400  and  $500 — and  my  father  said,  *  Haven't  you  got  anything  ^ 
your  wife  when  you  have  made  so  much  ? '  he  said,  *  Sometime  I  will  gi^^ 
her  something;'  then  I  went  up  stairs  and  thought  it  all  over;  I  thought! 
cx)uld  not  live  this  way  any  longer,  so  I  went  down  stairs  and  said  to  bii"* 
*  You  can  go  your  way  and  I  will  go  mine ;   I  can't  stand  this  way  of  liviof 
any  longer ; '  I  went  up  stairs,  and  after  awhile  he  came  up  and  said,  '  Wkcf« 
itf  that  tin  box  with  the  papers  ? '  and  with  that  he  kissed  me  good-bye^  uv^ 
as  he  got  to  the  top  of  the  stairs  I  ran  out  and  took  him  by  the  coat,  and  h^ 
jerked  himself  away,  so  that  he  hit  himself  against  the  wall,  and  I  halkMtd  t(^ 
him  to  come  back ;  he  paid  no  attention  to  me,  and  that  was  the  last  tiM  I 
saw  him." 
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She  gives  as  the  reason  why  she  ran  after  him  and  pulled  him 
jack,  thai  she  "had  feeling  for  him,  and  felt  sorry."     She  says 
that  when  he  went  away  it  was  between  ten  and  eleven  o^clock 
at  niglit.     It  appears  that  what  she  cried  after  him  to  induce 
him  to  come  back,  was  "  Charley,  won't  you  come  back  ?  "     She 
te:stifies  that  when  she  gave  him  the  ring,  and  said  lie  might  go, 
she  meant,  not  that  he  might  go  forever,  but  only  for  that  time. 
From    his  testimony,  which  corroborates   her   in   all  essential 
respects  in  this  narrative,  it  appears  that  the  ring  was  given 
before  their  marriage,  and  that  the  understanding  which  she  said 
existed  between  them  as  to  using  it  as  a  means  of  denoting  her 
desire  to  be  released  from  him,  had  reference  to  their  betrothal 
merely.     He  also  says  that  when  she  told  him  he  could  go  his 
way  and   she  would  go  hers,  her  manner  was  sorrowful.     It  is 
quite  evident  from  all  the  testimony  on  the  subject  that  the  diiB- 
^Uy  between  them  arose  from  the  complainant's  dissatisfaction 
^'itli  the  effort  made  by  the  defendant  to  obtain  more  suitable 
employment,  and  her  conviction  that  she  would  be  unable  to 
live  comfortably  with  his  mother  on  the  farm.     There  seems  to 
"C  no  reason  for  doubt  that  that  conviction  was  well  founded. 
It  is  urged,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  it  was  her 
"^nsband's  right  to  choose  his  employment  and  his  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  it  was  her  duty  to  accept  his  choice,  and  go  with  him 
^  his  domicile  and  reside  there  with  him.     The  decisive  question 
in  this  case  is  not,  however,  whether  the  complainant  was  right 
^^  wrong  in  refusing  to  go  with  her  husband  to  the  farm  and 
^^\i\  his  selection  of  a  pursuit  and  place  of  abode,  but  whether 
^hai  look  place  between  him  and  her,  as  above  testified,  justi- 
ned  him  in  abandoning  her,  in  depriving  her  of  his  society  and 
^»  all  support,  and  in  never  making  any,  even  the  least,  effort 
^  ascertain  whether  she  had  not  changed  her  mind,  or  could  not 
heiiiduced  to  do  so.     It  is  urged,  in  his  behalf,  that  when  she 
9ve  him  the  ring  and  subsequently  told  him  he  might  go  his 
^y  and  she  would  go  hers,  she,  in  effect,  deserted  him,  or  at 
1^  expressed  her  desire  for  or  consent  to  an  indefinite  separa- 
^OD.    But  she  swears,  and  her  statement  is  corroborated  by  the 
^^ifciunstanoee  as  detailed  in  the  testimony,  that  she  had  no  inten- 
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tion  of  expressing  a  desire  for  a  final  separation,  but  only 
express  her  resolve  id  regard  to  the  subject  which  was  the  can  :^ 
of  difference  between  them.     She  appears  to  have  intended 
express  only  her  determination  not  to  go  to  the  farm  to  live  if  i 
had  to  live  in  the  same  house  with  his  mother,  and  that, 
merely  because  of  her  conviction  that  she  could  not  live  in  ooi 
fort  there  with  his  mother.     But,  moreover,  after  she  had  p%^^jt 
the  ring  and  made  that  expression,  and  her  husband  had  gor:»e 
out  of  the  room  to  go  out  of  the  house,  she  strove  to  detain  hi 
and  called  after  him  in  a  tone  of  entreaty,  '^  Charley,  won't  y(m 
come  back?"  thus  showing  that  she  did  not  wish  him  to 
but  desired  that  he  should  return  to  her  in  order  that  the  sul 
might  be  further  considered,  perhaps  with  a  view  to  a  submiu^^^ 
sive  compliance  on  her  part  with  his  wishes.     Her  father,  as  th^^ 
defendant  left  the  house,  invited  him  to  stay  for  the  night,  bn   ^^ 
the  defendant,  conceiving  that  he  had  been  treated  witb  indignit^^^f 
in  what  had  passed,  refused  to  listen  to  the  entreating  call  of  hi^  ^\ 
wife  or  her  father's  exhortation.     For  three  years  and  a  lial^^  " 
before  the  bill  was  filed  he  denied  his  wife  any,  the  least,  attentioir^^ ''^ 
or  recognition,  but  permitted  her  to  live  in  a  state  of  separatioi-^  *** 
from  him,   wholly  dependent  on  her  family  for  her  support^^*^ 
His  reason  for  it  seems  to  have  been  the  wound  which  his  prid^  -»^ 
received  when  his  wife  told  him  he  might  go  his  way  and  oh^i^  -^ 
would  go  hers.    Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  husban* 
owed  a  duty  to  his  wife — ^a  duty  to  society — to  avoid,  as  he  we' 
might  have  done,  the  consequences  which  his  punctilious  resen*      ^^* 
ment  (so  exacting  that  he  would  not  even  condescend  to  propo^B"^^ 
the  terms  on  which  it  might  be  appeased),  has  inflicted  up<Hi  l^^9t^ 
wife.     He  was  not  at  liberty  to  leave  her  uncared  for  and  u="  ■»* 
protected.     If  his  excuse  were  her  refusal  to  live  on  the  farm,        it 
could  not  be  accepted,  for  he  abandoned  her  in  January,  wk.  v/^ 
the  arrangement  under  which  she  refused  to  live  on  tbe  fa^na 
was  not  to  take  effect  until  April  following.     But  the  expreasScMi 
of  her  resolution  not  to  live  on  the  farm  was  not,  in  fact^  tie- 
occasion  of  his  withdrawal  from  her.     His  complaint  agaiitf^ 
her  was  not  on  that  account,  but  on  the  ground  of  her  treatment 
of  him  on  the  occasion  of  his  last  visit  to  her.    He  aays  thattii 
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le  time  he  expected  she  would  come  to  him  at  the  farm.     In- 
^9  he  corrects  the  record  of  his  testimony  lest  he  should  be 
nsrepresented  where  it  made  him  say  that  she  had  not  offered 
0  live  in  the  tenant-house  on  the  farm.     The  proof  is  clear  that 
^^  was  quite  willing  to  do  that,  and  had  offered  to  do  it;  that 
h^  was  not  unwilling  to  live  on  a  farm,  or  on  his  mother's  farm, 
^ut  was  not  willing  to  live  in  the  same  house  with  his  mother, 
^lanifestly,  he  was  actuated  in  his  abandonment  of  her  merely 
^y  resentment  and  pique.     When  asked  on  the  witness-stand 
'"whether  his  going  away  from  her  and  refusing  to  see  or  com- 
municate with  her  was  because  he  would  not  sacrifice  his  dignity 
*uflBcientIy  to  do  so,  he'replied  that  he  "would  not  under  the 
^®st  circumstances  and  her  orders,"  and  he  admits  that  he  never, 
^t^r  his  withdrawal,  signified  to  her  the  possession  on  his  part 
^f  the  slightest  interest  in  her  welfare,  or  contributed  of  his 
^©ans  a  single  cent  for  her  support,  or  offered  her  a  home  with 
'X)Q.    And  he  bases  his  justification  of  his  conduct  towards  her 
^  his  regard  for  his  self-respect,  saying  that  he  never  expected 
'  cross  her  father's  threshold  again  until  he  should  have  received 
•f  invitation  or  that  of  Iper  family  to  do  so. 
It  is  clear  that  she  never  intended  to  desert  him.     Her  letters 
bred  in  evident^  by  him  contain  the  very  strongest  expressions 
affection,  and  were  undoubtedly  sincere.     Were  he  before  the 
\rt  asking  a  divorce  from  her  on  the  ground  of  desertion,  his 
>lication  would  be  denied  for  the  reason  that  he  has  been 
Jict  in  his  duty  towards  her  under  the  circumstances.     Jen- 
's V.  Jennings,  2  Beas,  3S ;   Cotmish  v.  Cornishy  8  O.  E,  Gr, 
•  Bowlby  V.  Boivlby,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  406.      In    Cornish  v. 
ishy  which  was  a  suit  by  a  husband  against  his  wife  for 
3e  for  desertion,  the  husband  had  come  home  late  at  night 
le  wife  was  slow  in  admitting  him  into  the  house.     He 
ng   her   tardiness  and  discontent  at  being  so  disturbed, 
ned  to  chastise  their  child  of  a  year  old  because,  having  been 
led  by  the  noise  of  the  altercation,  it  very  naturally  crieil. 
tched  the  child  up  and  flew  into  a  passion,  ami  declared 
rmination  to  leave  the  house  (her  husband's  father's)  and 
r  father's  house  as  a  refuge  from  such  treatment,  and  that 
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she  would  never  live  witli  her  husband  again  and  w 
divorce.  Her  husband  harshlv  bid  her  look  to  the  coi 
of  such  a  step.  She  went  home  that  night.  Said  the  < 
ill  refusing  the  divorce : 

^'He  [the  husband]  sent  her  away  in  this  mood  at  midni^ 
hired  man,  to  her  father's  house,  three  miles  distant.  He  has  n 
lier  since,  to  seek  for  reconciliation  or  ask  her  to  return.  He  has 
number  of  times  without  speaking  to  her.  Her  temper  may  be  U 
too  violent,  but  it  was  his  duty  to  go  to  her  after  leaving  under  tl 
stances,  and  see  if  some  contrition,  some  concession  on  his  part,  ^ 
away  with  the  effect  of  his  harsh  conduct  on  that  night.  Her  tl 
anger  of  the  moment,  never  to  live  with  him  and  to  obtain  a  di 
sufficient  excuse  for  not  making  the  attempt.  He  has  acted  at 
anxious  to  convert  a  small  quarrel  between  him  and  his  wife,  in  w 
both  much  and  most  to  blame,  into  a  legal  ground  for  divorce, 
made  the  advances  or  concession.^  which  a  just  man  ought  to  have 
an  end  to  this  desertion." 

That  reasoning  is  applicable  to  the  case  under  con 
It  declares  and  defines  the  duty  of  the  husband  nndei 
cumstances  as  are  presented  here.  And  the  reasoning  i 
on  a  just  view  of  the  marital  relationVhich  imposes 
husband  the  duty  of  maintaining,  for  the  benefit  of  hi 
his  wife  and  also  of  society  at  large,  the  integrity  of  i 
monial  tie,  and  to  that  end  requires  of  him  effort,  and,  i 
concession  and  persuasion.  To  the  same  purpose  and  ir 
strain  is  the  language  of  the  court  in  Yeaimanv.  Yeatm 
{1  P.  ii'  2>.)  480 : 

"  It  would  be  of  evil  example  if  this  court  should  hold  that  me 
tcniiHjr,  tnili^ss  shown  in  some  marked  and  intolerable  excesses,  w 
able  ground  to  justify  a  man  in  throwing  a  y<Ming  wife  upon  the  wt 
the  protection  of  his  liomc  and  s<K*iety.  A  woman  bo  placed  is  oj 
temptatiouti.  If  she  fail  to  re.sir<t  them  the  husband  who  has  aln 
her  will  not  be  slow  to  take  a'ivanta«ije  of  her  fall,  making  his  own 
first  step  towards  a  claim  for  divorce.  True,  she  may  at  once  insL- 
ing  to  him,  and  may  obtain  a  decree  obliging  him,  if  within  the 
of  this  court,  to  receive  h«»r  again,  an<l  thus  terminate  the  des< 
angry  feelings,  the  prompting  of  pride  or  the  advice  of  others  ma 
The  wife  may  not  be  inclineil  to  protect  herself  by  forcing  her  so< 
husband  bent  upon  casting  her  off,  and  if  the  result  is  criminality, 
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^ultr  still  lies  at  the  husband's  door.    If  submission  is  the  part  of  the  wife, 
protection  is  no  less  that  of  the  husband,  and  he  is  bound  to  extend  that  pro- 
tection to  his  wife,  even  against  lierself  and  her  own  impulses,  so  far  as  the 
fenceSy  the  restraints  and  the  inducements  of  conjugal  cohabitation  may  serve 
to  111  at  end." 

In  this  case,  it  is  pertinent  to  say  the  defendant  gives,  as  one 
of  his  reasons  for  not  going  to  see  his  wife,  that  "  he  had  heard 
reports,  too,  that  were  not  complimentary."      The   reports  to 
which  he  refers  ap|>ear  to  have  been  the  merest  idle  village 
goesip,  but  such  as  they  were  she  would  in  all  probability  have 
l>een  spared  the  annoyance  and  mortification  of  being  the  subject 
of  them  if  her  husband,  thinking  more  of  his  wife  than  of  his 
pique,  had  done  his  duty  towards  her.     It  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  marital  relation  between  these  parties  remained  unbroken  up 
to  the  time  when  the  withdrawal  took  place,  and  that  it  was 
broken  only  by  the  defendant's  ceasing  to  visit  his  wife.     After 
1»€  left  her  he  neither  requested  her  to  come  to  him  or  to  visit 
l^im  at  any  place.     He  never  proposed  to  her  any  terms  of  con- 
donation of  what  he  appears  to  have  regarded  as  her  offence 
against  him.     When  he  ^w  her  he  would  not  recognize  her. 
In  short,  in  all  things  he  treated  her  as  a  mere  stranger. 
^  The  husband  who  withdraws  himself  wliolly  from  his  wife's 

®^iety,  refusing  to  make  any  provision  for  or  have  any  commu- 
*^ication  with  her,  prima  facie  deserts  her,  and  if  he  continues 
^^ch  treatment  for  three  years,  she  will,  in  the  absence  of  lawful 
excuse  on  his  part,  be  entitled  to  a  divorce.  The  defendant  has 
^  dealt  with  the  complainant  in  tins  case,  but  to  rebut  the  pre- 
*Umption  to  which  his  conduct  gives  rise,  he  by  his  answer 
wleges  (denying  the  desertion  while  he  admits  the  withdrawal) 
that  he  has  informed  her  that  his  house  on  the  farm  was  always 
open  to  her  and  that  it  was  his  greatest  desire  that  she  should 
^^e  and  live  with  him,  but  she  refused  again  and  again  until 
"6  lost  all  hope  of  reconciling  her  to  his  life  and  home  on  the 

1*iw*iia.  But  in  point  of  fact  he  has  never  communicated  with  her 
*tall  on  any  subject  in  any  way  since  he  left  her.  Thai  he 
^tended  to  abandon  her  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for  he  did  actu- 
^'y  abandon  her.     That  he  never  placed  any  limit  to  the  time 
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the  abandonment  was  to  continue,  as  by  imposing  terms  or 
ditions  her  compliance  with  which  would  restore  marital  relati 
between  them,  is  equally  iudisputablc.     It  is  also  beyond 
tion  that  he  manifested  no  desire  for  nor  expressed  any  exp&^zsta- 
tion  of"  a  renewal  of  connubial  relations.     He  left  her  witliout 
providing  for  her  support,  and  has  lived  in  the  same  county  i^ 
which  she  has  resided  ever  since,  and  for  three  years  and  ruore' 
before  this  suit  was  brought  he  treated  her  as  if  he  had  cast  her 
off  forever,  and  gave  her  to  understand  nothing  to  the  contrary. 
He  has  made  himself  amenable  to  the  law  which  authorizes  tbe 
court  to  decree  a  divorce  for  three  years'  willful,  continued  and 
obstinate  desertion. 


The  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jebset  efc   al* 


t?. 


The  Standard  Oil  Company  et  al. 

After  the  court  had  refused  a  preliminary  injunction  for  the  removal  a*  * 
oil  pipe  and  to  prevent  its  use  by  defendant**,  and  had  discharged  an  ad  inl^^ 
order  staying  the  defendants  in  the  premises,  and  an  appeal  therefrom    ** 
been  taken  and  was  pending,  an  application  to  this  court  to  continue  sucl*  ^ 
interim  order,  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  appeal,  was  denied. 


Motion   to   continue   interim   stay  pending  determinatioa   ^ 
appeal. 

Mr.  B.  Gummcre,  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  E.  GUchrist  and  Mr.  A.  P.  Whitehead,  of  New  Yorh 
contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

On  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  this  cause  an  order  to  show  ciU^    §- 
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inction  should  not  be  issued  pui*8uaiit  to  the  prayer 
was  granted,  with  an  ad  inteidm  stay  prohibiting  the 
the  oil  company,  from  using  the  pipe  for  the  convey- 
The  bill  complains  that  the  defendants  have  with- 
by  invaded  and  usurped  the  property  and  franchises 
plainant  company  by  laying  pipe  for  the  conveyance 
m  across  the  property  of  the  latter,  and  near  and 
Ta  bridge  across  the  milroad,  which  the  complainants 
phen  the  pipe  was  laid,  and  still  is,  the  property  of 
[  company.  The  pipe  was  laid  in  what  is  claimed  by 
nts  to  be  the  space  taken  by  condemnation  by  the 
luthorities  of  the  city  of  Bayonne,  for  a  public  street, 
>ace  the  bridge  is.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  the 
may  be  enjoined  from  interfering  with  the  complain- 
removal  of  the  pipe  from  the  bridge  and  from  over 
1  tracks,  and  from  interfering  with  the  complainants 
)r  for  any  purpose  using,  any  pipe  either  over,  on  or 
om))lainants'  railroad  tracks  in  Bayonne  or  elsewhere, 
lanner,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  the  pipe,  interfering 
npying  the  complainants'  railroad  ;  and  generally  for 
The  defendants  answered  the  bill,  and  the  order  to 
was  argued  on  the  pleadings  and  depositions  and 
each  side,  and  tlie  questions  in  dispute  between  the 
?re  very  fully  and  ably  presented  and  discussed  on 
and  after  full  and  very  deliberate  consideration  the 
lischarged.     This,  of  course,  dissolved  the  temporary 


e  following  cases  linld  that  after  an  order  refusing  an  injunction, 
I  to  continue  or  re-instate  such  injunction  is  not  maintainable  in 
court  ( Gravest  v.  Gmr*s,  2  Hen.  <t*  Munf.  22  ;  Gallouvy  v,  Londoviy 
Sm.  nCf,  n  Jur.  {N.  S.)  r>.i7 ;  Spears  v.  Mathews^,  66  N,  Y,  1S7) ; 
ppeal  from  such  onler  revive  or  continue  it  (Che(;(ny  v.  Seofidd^ 
'* ;  Ilirks  v.  Miehnel,  J.'»  Oil.  107 ;  Wood  v.  Dicijht^  7  Johns.  Ch. 
ce  Co.  V.  Davis,  4"  Ga.  ,''><>■  ^ ;  G  arrow  v.  Carpenter,  4  St  etc.  <&  Port. 
:  V.  Detroit,  24  Mirh.  M! ;  Dntcher  v.  Culver,  23  Minn.  4^5/  Jew- 
Bank,  Clark  Ch.  '/J ;  Hart  v.  Albany,  3  Paige  3S1 ;  Fellows  V. 
Abb.  Pr.  [N.  S.)  1 ;  Bhuni  v.  Tumlin,  20  111.  531), 
ng  cases  hold  otherwise,  but  in  some  instances  the  proceedings 
(Penrice  v.  Wallis,  37  Miss.  172;  Levy  v.  Goldberg,  40  Wis.  SOS; 
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stay  contained  in  it.     From  the  order  denying  the  prelimin 
injunction  the  complainants  have  appealed,  and  they  now  ul 
for  a  continuance  of  the  ad   interim   stay   during   the 
Whether,  on  the  dissolution  of  an  injunction,  the  court  will  c^tzzmrj' 
tinue  the  prohibition  pending  an  ap|)eal  from  the  order,  is  ia    CiJie^ 
.  discretion  of  the  court.     The  148th  and  149th  rules  of  Gomjtrt 
provide  that  an  appeal  from   an  interlocutory  order  or  decM'ee 
shall  not  stay  proceedings  without  an  order  of  this  court,  or  oft  A^ 
appellate  tribunal,  to  be  granted  on  such  terms  as  the  court  m^/ 
see  fit  to  ini|>o.se.     And  in  case  of  appeal  from  a  final  decree,  tJ^^ 
appeal,  if  taken  in  ten  days  from  the  filing  of  the  decree,  shi*** 
operate  as  a  stay  of  execution,  unless  this  court  or  the  appell^*^ 
court  shall  otherwise  order ;  that  is,  if  the  appeal  be  taken  with  *^ 
ten  days,  no  execution  shall  be  issued  without  order,  and  if  r»^* 
taken  within  that  time,  and  execution  shall  have  been  issued,  tt"*^ 
appeal  will  not  stay  it  unless  so  ordered.     In  either  case,  tl*^ 
application,  whether  for  execution  or  for  a  stay,  is  addressed    *^ 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  will  be  granted  only  on  goO* 
cause  shown.     Schenck  v.  Conover,  2  Beas,  31, 

"  If  the  court,"  said  the  Chancellor  (Green)  in  the  case  just  cited,  "in  "Cli^ 
exercise  of  this  dbcretion,  see  that  in  case  the  decree  should  be  reversed  t.ho 
party  cannot  be  set  right  again — if  the  complainant  proceeds  to  a  sale  uo^i^'' 
his  execution — there  is  a  strong  reason  for  a  stay  of  execution.  If,  on  "th© 
other  hand,  the  stay  of  execution  is  unnecessary  to  protect  the  rights  of  *"* 
appellant  under  the  appeal  and  must  operate  prejudicially  to  the  complain^**^ 
the  court  ought  not  to  interfere." 

Tamer  v.  Scolt,  5  Rami.  332  ;  Bressler  v.  McCune,  56  lU.  475  ;  Yofxm  v.  Moort,  4 
Bibb  221 ;  FitUsburgh  B.  R.  v.  Hurd,  17  Ohio  St.  144  /  WUliama  v.  Pouna,  4S  Tex* 
141).  Whether  application  for  a  continuance  may  be  entertained  by  thechaocel* 
lor,  after  an  appeal,  see  Hart  v.  Albany,  3  Paige  3S1 ;  Sixth  Ave,  jB.  B.  v,  QU^^ 
jB.  i2.,  3  Abb,  N.  C.  53  ;  Butcher  v.  Culver,  23  Minn.  415  ;  Hayne»  v.  Haye^  68  M 
203;  Eldridge  v.  Wright,  15  Cut.  88;  Penrice  v.  Wallis,  37  Miss,  17i ;  Hdf^  ^' 
Boone,  6  J,  J,  Marsh.  353),  Where  a  restraining  order,  granted  on  a  rule  \x>fAkO^ 
cause  wliy  an  injunction  should  not  issue,  falls  with  the  refusal  of  the  injunctioOr 
it  is  neither  apjiealable  nor  revived  by  an  appeal  from  the  order  refusing  t*** 
injunction  {PomU  v.  Parker,  38  Ga.  044;  Ogle  v.  DiU,  55  Ind.  ISO;  see  JR«^* 
ington  v.  Nicoll,  3  Johns.  506;  Citizens  Bank  v.  Walker^  S6  Ark,  .#6*).— Bff. 
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n  the  English  practice  such  applications  are  nof,  in  general, 
►red,  Eden  on  Inj.  S75 ;  2  Joyce  on  Inj,  IS  19, 1320.  In 
Miouae  v.  Oorporation  of  Bedford,  17  Ves.  380,  382,  Lord 
on  said  that  the  execution  of  the  decree  woul<l  not  be  stayed 
chancery  on  appeal  unless  the  court  saw  that  if  it  should  turn 
to  be  wrong  the  party  could  not  Ikj  set  right  again.  In  Walford 
Valford,  L.  R  {3  cL)  812,  Lord  Justice  Sir  W.  Page  Wood, 
iking  on  the  subject,  says  the  correct  course  is  to  stay  pro- 
lings  pending  an  appeal  only  when  the  proceedings  would 
se  irre()arable  injury  to  the  appellant  and  where  inconvenience 
1  annoyance  are  not  enough  to  take  away  from  a  successful 
ty  the  benefit  of  his  decree.  In  this  state,  in  Van  Walken- 
gh  V.  Railway  Bank,  4-  Hal,  Ch,  725,  where  the  application 
3  to  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals  on  an  appeal  from  an 
ler  dissolving  an  injunction,  for  an  order  in  the  nature  of  a 
iporary  injunction  retaining  the  parties  and  subject  matter  of 
'  controversy  in  statu  quo  until  the  final  hearing  of  the  appeal, 

oo,urt  said  that  the  application  was  addresse<l  to  the  sound 
cretion  of  the  court,  and  that  when  an  injunction  has  been 
solved  by  the  chancellor,  the  appellate  court,  upon  appeal  from 
t  order,  would  usually  revive  the  injunction,  either  (1)  upon  a 
^  injunction  bill  when  the  whole  matter  in  controversy  is  the 
tinuance  of  the  injunction,  and  where,  consequently,  the  whole 
ect  of  the  suit  would  be  defeated  if  the  party  were  not  tem- 
^rily  restrained  by  the  order  of  the  appellate  tribunal ;  or  (2) 
ere  it  clearly  appears  that  the  intervention  of  the  power  of 

appellate  tribunal  is  necessary  to  prevent  great  and  irreparable 
Kihief  to  the  rights  of  the  appellant. 

fo  the  case  in  hand,  no  material  injury  is  to  be  apprehended 
tti  the  refusal  to  continue  the  injunction.  The  pipe  had  been 
*  when  the  bill  was  filed.     The  stop  order  was  merely  against 

use  of  the  pipe  for  the  conveyance  of  oil  until  the  order  to 
^^  cause  could  be  heard.  Xo  injury  from  leakage  in  such  use 
the  pipe  is  reasonably  to  be  apprehended.  Nor  is  any  to  be 
'icipated  from  the  presence  of  the  pipe  in  case  the  complain- 
ts should  desire  to  raise  the  bridge.  The  pipe  crosses  the  air 
^oe  above  the  railroad  at  the  same  height  as  the  bridge,  and 


376  CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  [33 


Central  B.  R.  Co.  r.  Standard  Oil  Co. 


until  the  railroad  company  or  the  receiver  shall  wish  to  raise 
bridge,  it  cannot  be  in  their  way.  If  it  shall  be  found  to 
when  the  bridge  is  to  be  raised,  this  court  can  protect  the 
road  company's  rights,  whatever  they  may.  be,  in  the  prem 
As  to  the  alleged  infringement  of  the  complainants'  franchise-^^ /V 
does  not  appear  to  exist.  It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  €»m^' 
plainants  insist  that  tlie  oil  company  has  usurped  its  proper*/^ 
and  to  i)ermit  the  latter  to  continue  to  do  so,  is  an  irreparafc^'^ 
injury.  But  it  is  a  question  to  be  determined  whether  sii^^"* 
usurpation  has,  in  fact,  taken  place,  and,  seeing  that  the  pijie  h^^^ 
been  laid  when  the  bill  was  filed,  and  there  is  no  danger  to 
apprehended  from  the  use  of  it  for  the  conveyance  of  oil,  a 
any  inconvenience  from  its  presence  in  case  the  complainai^ 
should  determine  to  raise  the  bridge,  it  is  clear  that  no  materi  ^* 
injur}'  will  arise  from  the  refusal  to  prevent,  before  the  fiiB.^*^ 


hearing,  the  oil  company  from  using  the  pi|>e.     There  is,  in 

no  material  injury  to  be  fairly  apprehended  from  the  refusal     '^^ 

enjoin  in  limine. 

It  is  further  urged,  however,  that  such  refusal  will  infl.i^' 
irreparable  injury  on  the  complainants,  because  it  will  rencl^^ 
relief  more  difficult,  if  not  imi)ossible,   by  reason  of  the 
that  under  the  license  which,  as  the  complainants  insist, 
refusal  substantially  gives,  the  oil  company  may  expend  raoE:*^y 
in  the  enterprise  of  which  the  pii)e  is  part,  and  thus  create  co*^**' 
plications  which  equity  will  regard  as  obstacles  to  the  grsjiti^S 
of  the  ri<»:hts  of  the  complainants,  while  such  obstacles  will      "^^ 
prevented  by  a  contiiuiance  of  the  stay.     But  as  was  said     '" 
£astnn  V.  T.  i:  d-  L.  11  i?.  R.  Co.,  0  C  E.  Gr.4.%  o9,  in  ans^^ 
to  a  like  su^rs^cstion,  the  oil  company  will  receive  no  license    ^^ 
imnuinitv  from  the  n-fusal  of  the  court  to  interfere  with  it   ^° 
the  applicjition  for  a  preliminary  injunction.     After  the  bill   h^ 
l)een  fil(Hl,an(l  it  has  i)oon  called  into  court  on  the  charge  of  inva- 
sion and  usurpation  of  the  railroad  company's  property,  if  ^*'^ 
oil  company  proceetls  in  the  siunc  diri»crion,  it  must  be  at  its  peri^* 
In  denying  the  interim  interference  asked  for,  the  court  hasU^ 
decideil  that  the  oil  company  is  in  the  right  in  the  matters  co<^" 
plained  of,  except  so  far  as  the  complainants'  claim  is  based  O^ 
alleged  interference  with  the  franchise  of  carrying  goods  for  tol*^ 
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11  that  this  court  has  determined  is,  that  there  is  uo  ground  to 
Lstiiy  a  preliminary  injunction,  and  that  it  will  wait  until  the 
lal  hearing  to  see  whether  it  ought  to  issue  its  prohibitory  mau- 
ite.  I  regard  the  language  of  Lord  Brougham,  in  Walburn  v. 
^griiby,  1  M,  &  K.  61,  86,  as  apposite.  The  application  was  to 
ay,  pending  appeal  from  it,  the  execution  of  an  order  for  pro- 
action  of  books  aud  documents. 


**  It  has  been  said  more  than  once  in  this  place,  that  such  applications  are 
5tter  made  in  the  House  of  Lords.  And  in  one  of  the  cases,  Lord  Eldon 
"Gated  such  an  application  as  a  misapprehension  of  the  party's  proper  course, 
™  tlie  ground  that  tlie  chancellor's  order  refusing  to  stay  might  itself  be 
Ppealed  from,  and  so  on  without  end.  He  added,  as  another  reason,  that  the 
^'^rt  of  appeal  has  the  power  of  protecting  the  party  in  the  possession  of  the 
udgiQent  against  any  vexatious  delay  consequent  on  the  stay,  by  advancing 
'*G  cause  where  it  has  been  decided  fit  to  grant  the  application.  *  *  *  I 
lad  every  inclination,  originally,  to  grant  this  application  ;  and  if,  on  confer- 
^^8  vrith  others  whose  experience  gave  great  weight  to  their  opinions,  I  had 
«>unci  that  any  doubt  was  entertained  upon  the  matter  of  the  order  or  of  this 
^^tion,  I  should  probably  have  stayed  tlie  executi(m.  But  even  then  I  am  not 
'^'^  that  I  sliould  have  done  right;  for  certainly  it  would  be  giving  encourage- 
"^ent  to  vexatious  appeals  upon  a  large  class  of  the  business  which  occupies 
"^se  courts.  Indeed,  were  this  motion  granted  upon  the  allegation  that  refus- 
e's it  will  enable  a  party  to  do  something  which  cannot  be  undone,  or  to  obtain 
p*iie  advantage  which  can  never  afterwards  Imj  wrested  from  him,  it  is  irapos- 
^^^c  to  amceive  any  case  of  an  order  for  paying  money  out  of  court,  for  dis- 
^Ivitig  an  injunciion  for  ap|iointing  a  receiver,  in  which  the  same  ground 
*'8ting  much  more  plainly,  the  same  coui-se  must  not  be  pursued,  and  thus 
^^  Very  cases  where  it  is  of  the  most  essential  importance  that  speedy  execu- 
'^'^  should  lake  place,  the  vury  ca«»es  in  which  this  court  i)08se>ses  its  peculiar 
^*sdiction  because  of  that  urgent  necessity,  will  be  those  in  which  the  argu- 
'^nt  for  suspending  execution  will  be  most  powerful.  In  other  and  better 
**'*d8,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon,  the  arm  of  the  court  will  indeed  be 
^sied." 

If  the  order  complainctl  of  were  an  order  dissolving  an  injunc- 
^^^,  and  the  bill  be  regatded  as  a  pure  injnnctioti  bill,  the  stay 
^'^Uld  not  be  continued  unless,  in  the  language  of  the  court  in 

ten  Walkenburgh  v.  Rahway  Bank,  the  object  of  the  suit  would 
"^  Unavoidably  defeated  if  the  defendant  were  not  immediately 
^trained,  or  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  intervention  of  the  power 
^*  injuuction  was  necessary  to  prevent  great  and  irreparable  mis- 
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chief  to  the  rights  of  the  complainants.  I  do  not  see  that  t:J^^ 
object  of  the  suit  will  be  defeated,  or  irreparable  injury  be  dc^^^ 
to  the  complainants,  if  the  stay  be  not  continued. 

But  in  addition  to  the  foregoing  considerations,  there  is  anoth^  ^^ 
which  is  entirely  conclusive  in  this  case.     The  complainants  ha  "^^^^ 
never  been  in  |>o<session  of  any  judgment  of  this  court  in  favor  ^^^*^ 
their   claim    to    interlocutoiy  interference.     No   injunction  w^  ^^ 
granted  to  them.     On  the  filing  of  their  bill  they  obtained  notr*^^-^ 
injunction,  but  an  order  to  show  cause  why  an  injunction  shoa 
not  l>e  i*sue<l.     The  hderim  stay  before  mentioned,  prohibiting  t  ^^^ 
oil  company  from  conveying  oil  by  the  pipes,  was  indeed  incor 
rated  in  the  order;  but  it  was  granted  only  to  give  the  co 
opportunity,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  claimed  by  the  co 
plainants  by  the  delay  necessary  for  the  inquiry,  to  inquire, 
notice,  whether   there  ought  to  be  any  preliminary  injunction 
not,  to  enable  the  court  to  be  careful  and  circumspect  and  regard  £Vil 
of  the  rights  of  both  parties  in  the  use  of  the  injunction  pow^^- 
The  fact  of  the  granting  of  such  a  stay  can  give  the  party  obtai  i^^ 
ing  it  no  claim  whatever  to  a  continuance  of  it  in  case  of  refu^^' 
to  enjoin  and  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  refusal ;  for  it  is  grant-^*^ 
only  pending  preliminary  inquiry.      It  is  merely  a  prudent.i3-l 
interference,  limited  to  the  time  when  the  court  shall  have  reacbeo 
a  conclusion  as  to  the   propriety  of  granting  an  interlocutoO' 
injunction.     It  appears  to  me  too  obvious  to  admit  of  any  disptt^^ 
or  argument,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  chancellor  in  such  a 
where  he  concludes  on  such  inquiry  that  there  should  be  no 
liminary  injunction,  to  refuse  to  continue  the  stay.     If  the  Btg^^' 
ment  of  tlie  complainants  on  this  point  is  well  founded,  such     * 
stay,  though  followed  by  the  clearest  conviction  on  the  part  c^^ 
the  court,  after  hearing  the  order  to  show  cause,  that  an  injunction 
ought  not  to  be  granted,  must  be  continued  because  of  the  me^^ 
fact  of  the  taking  of  an  ap|>eal  by  the  complainants.     This  woul^^t 
in  effect,  be  putting  into  the  complainants'  hands,  to  a  certa^  ^ 
extent   at    least,  the   iK)wer  of  continuing   the  stay.     The  tt%^^ 
ground  is,  that  the  question  whether  the  stay  shall  be  contina^?^ 
or  not  is  ad(lres.sed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  fa^^ 
that  the  complainants  have  appealed  from  the  order  dischargii'^ 
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Ives  them  no  right  whatever  to  its  continuance,  and  in  no  way 
id  to  no  extent  whatever  binds  the  court  to  continue  it.     In  the 
under  consideration  there  is  no  ground  for  continuing  the 
The  motion,  therefore,  will  be  denied  with  costs. 


David  S.  Hutchinson 


V. 


Margaret  Abbott  et  a). 

^-  TTsury  may  be  set  up  by  the  owners  of  the  preniisos  and  by  subsequent 
^^Umbrancers,  under  the  petition  of  the  hohler  of  a  mortgage  for  the  surplus 
'^^oney  remaining  in  this  court  after  satisfying  prior  niorigagea. 

*"•  A  promise  by  one  of  the  mortgagors  to  the  assignee,  made  after  the 
^^'gUment,  to  pay  the  interest  on  such  mortgage  pronjptly,  does  not  estop  him 
*X>ni  getting  up  usury  in  the  principal  or  in  the  interest  previously  paid;  nor 
^^  a  claim  by  one  of  the  mortgagors,  to  have  the  full  amount  of  such  mort- 
^^  dedmcted  by  the  assessor  from  the  taxes  on  the  [iremises,  amount  to  an 
^^oppel. 

^ill  to  foreclose.  On  application  by  petition  for  surplus 
*^^Uey.     Exceptions  to  master's  report. 

-^Xr,  A.  G,  Richeyy  for  petitioner. 

r.  J.  S,  Aitkin,  for  respondents. 

T?HE  Chancellor. 

T^his  is  an  application  for  the  payment  of  the  third  mortgage 
^'^t  of  the  surplus  money  remaining  after  paying  out  of  the 
P^XKseeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  under  the  exe- 
^^tion  the  amount  due  on  the  f  rst  mortgage,  with  costs  and  exe- 
rtion fees.     There  is  a  like  application  pending  in  behalf  of 
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the  holder  of  the  second  mortgage.     The  petitioner  is  Mat 
H.  Miller.     His  mortgage  is  for  $1,000  and  interest,  and       -^ra 
given  February'  23d,  1872,  to  Edward  H.  Murphy,  and  by    MrMim 
assigned  to  Miller,  July  2d,   1873.      The  contestants  are      the 
holders  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  mortgages,  and  the  widow,  exe^^ff- 
tors  and  devisees  of  Edward  Abbott,  deceased.     All  the  mo^* 
gages  on  the  property,  except  the  first,  were  given  by  the  exe^^' 
tors.     The  contestants  insist  that  ililler's  mortgage  was  inv^l'" 
and  usurious  in  its  inception,  and,  if  valid,  is  subject  to  cerfc^*° 
credits  for  excess  of  interest  paid  and  for  premium  taken     *y 
Murphy  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  the  principal.    X-**^ 
fourth  and  fifth  mortgages  were  both  given  after  the  petition^^^ 
mortgage  was  assigned  to  him.     The  master  to  whom  the  p^^^' 
tion  was  referred  reported  that  the  sum  of  $800  only  of  priii-^^* 
pal  waa  due  to  the  petitioner,  but  that,  under  the  facts  of  -fc"^ 
case,  interest  should  be  allowed  upon  it,  deducting  the  excess   ^* 
interest  paid  on  the  mortgage  over  what  was  due  thereon  un 
thase  facts;  and  that  the  petitioner  was,  therefore,  entitled  to 
ceive  out  of   the  surphis  money,  after  payment  of  the  moEi^y 
due  on  the  second   mortgage,  $800,  with  interest  thereon  frooo 
April  1st,  1876,  less  such  excess  of  interest. 

The  master  finds   that   the   j>etitioner's    mortgage   was   and 
is  usurious;    that  when   it  was   made  it  was   agreed  between 
the    mortgagors    and     mortgagee    (Murphy)    that    the    latter 
should   advance  onlv  $900  of   the  $1,000    mentioned   in   and 
secured  to  bo  paid  by  the  mortgjige,  and  should  retain  $100  f^^ 
premium  for  the  loan  ;  and  lie  also  finds  that  interest  was  p**>'^ 
on  the  $1,000  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage  to  April  1st,  1870; 
and  that  on  the  1st  of  April,  1873,  $100  were  paid  to  Murphy, 
by  agreement  between  him  and  the  mortgagors,  for  an  extension 
of  the  time  for  paying  tlie  principal  for  one  year.     He  therefore) 
allowing  interest  on   .S800  from  April   1st,  1876,  up  to  whid. 
time  the  interest  was  paid,  to  the  time  of  payment  out  of  tb* 
surplus  fund,  deducts  §119.40  as  the  interest  on  $1,000  fro*** 
the  date  of  the  mortgage  to  April   1st,  1873,  ($77.40),  and  i^' 
terest  on  $200  (§42)  from  the  latter  date  to  April   1st,  187ft 
together,  $119.40.     The  matter  comes  before  me  on  exceptioJ^ 
to  the  master's  report  by  petitioner  and  respondents. 
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be  proper  to  notice^  in  the  first  place^  the  exception 
he  respondents  to  the  validity  of  the  petitioner's  mort- 
allegation  being  that  the  executors,  by  whom  it  was 
'eit  without  authority.     The  will  provides  as  follows : 

any  one  or  more  of  my  children,  with  the  approbation  of  my 
iem  it  expedient  to  leave  their  common  household  before  the 
nated  for  the  inheritance  in  fee  simple  as  aforesaid,  and  live  sepa- 
e  cost  to  my  estate,  and  shall  desire  pecuniary  assistance  from  it 
in  a  proper  business  or  situation,  I  hereby  authorize  my  execu- 
ame  meet  their  approbation,  to  borrow  or  obtain  on  my  estate  any 
',  not  exceeding  11,000,  to  pay  the  same  to  such  child  on  his  or 
therefor,  which  payment,  without  interest,  shall  be  accounted  for 
or  her  in  the  inheritance  and  distribution  as  aforesaid/' 

iwer  put  in  by  the  widow  and  executors  and  devisees 
1  Abbott  in  this  cause  merely  denies  that  the  peti- 
Drtgage  is  a  valid  instrument,  and  alleges  that  if  valid,^ 
ot  the  whole  amount  of  $1,000  due  thereon,  and  it 
neral  terms,  denies  the  validity  of  the  fourth  and  fifth 
There  is  no  proof  whatever,  however,  on  the  sub- 
)t  the  will,  and  by  that  the  executors  had  power,  under 
•cumstances,  as  appears  above,  to  mortgage  the  prop- 
e   exception    under   consideration    will,    therefore,    be 

isider  the  exceptions  filed  by  the  petitioner:  It 
in  his  behalf  that  the  contestants  cannot  set  up 
nst  him  because  it  has  not  been  pleaded  in  the  cause; 
jause  the  holders  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  mortgages  filed 
ill  alleging  the  usury,  in  which  way  alone  it  is  insisted 

1  have  availed  themselves  of  the  defence  of  usury  to 
fendants'  mortgage.  It  appears  that  neither  they  nor 
ler  answered  the  bill.  The  executors  and  devisees  did, 
>t  set  up  usury.     Under  the  circumstances,  however, 

2  may  be  made  oti  the  application  for  surplus  money. 
^'hoff  V.  Franklin,  G  C\  E.  Gr.  SS4,  cited  by  petitioner's 
here  one  defendant,  a  mortgagee,  had  answered,  im- 
the  mortgage  of  another  defendant  who  had  not 
it  was  said  that  the  rights  of  the  defendants  could  be 
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rtv'iiUxl  on  ;tj»pl:vti:ion  of  either  for  the  surplus  money  or  by  cro*- 
l»ill,  ax  ilu'v  tiiijiii:  lUvra  l^est,     I  see  no  objection  to  i^rmittMBg 
\\^i\v\  i\^  W  iK'Z  \i}}  ::i  ::;i>  ttise  on  this  application.     The  proce^^' 
ini;  i'*  A  vi  i\vc  ot^^\  Au  arivii'aiioD  to  the  court  for  payment  of  t '^^ 
jHiiiKUK-rV  ii^or'.pict'  v^^*  ':"  'h^  surplus.     The  other  defendai'** 
iuv  v\i!:v\i  i  *:^^  v>  ,:::  :<.^  rv<:v  Svl  to  the  claim,  and  they  may  do   ^^ 
l»\  xcui*'*;,  *i:*  L:^ur^^      IV.:   ":  i>  lOjistetl  that  there  was  no  wmt^f 
iu»*l  i;*  '.'.:-.: V  x*:is  :':.-    :i:  r*c*r>r*  ^^ouM  be,  and  those  whoclaiwi 
uiuu'i*  ::;-.:•/.  .<>:,  e<:-^i>ir*:  :*n>r-  jtctfng  it  up.     The  proof,  ho'*^' 
t*\t'i\  i>  i:m:  ^^:.'.^.  ::.-  :-.::::  r-iLrrV  ru^.^rtgage  was  made,  Murpliy? 
ilu*  r.^^riiTAiTt^-.  '-•  ii  -  j'r^^i'i.iTi'i  :'r  uhe  loan  of  $100.     Murpl^y 
ir^un*^  lijat  ihrr  aj-pii'^ti-n  j"t  zh-r  loan  was  made  to  hira   by 
Sanuu'l  L.  Ai»}x>tT.  orj*r  of  tiie  m'>r:,jri^?re,  (who  seems  to  have 
nrj;x»iiait>l   it  .and   that  on   the  app'.iodtlon  he  told  Abbott    he 
would  rhari:*-  him  ?1<'/J  for  making  the  loan.     Abbott  swears 
that  ilifc  iU/)  w<;n:  not  for  c-xj^nTse?,  but  for  a  "bonus,"  and 
Murphy  fi<i<i-  not  d<rny  it.     The  mortgagors  received  only  $900. 
The  ij-ury  i-  f-Wirly  provwl.     It  i>  al?*>  pr^^ved  that  on  the  2l8t 
of  Manh.  ]^7'',.  a  not^;  for  $100  at  one  year  was  given  by  two 
of  th«i  ijiort^^j'jor-  to  Murphy,  pursuant  to  agreement  between 
tli<*ni  a  fid  him  in  r:on-i«ieration  of  his  agreement  to  extend  the 
time  for  payni'-ni  of  th**  niortirtige  tc>r  one  year,  and  the  note 
apfM-Jir^  to  liavf*  In^-n  |»aid.     The  master  projxjrly  credited  the 
amount  oi'this  not';  on  thf*  |)rincipal  of  the  mortgage.     Nightift' 
(jnlf  V.  MtfjimuM,  o  IV.  J^fjl  ;    Tru^dl  v.  Jones,  8  C.  E.  Or,  1^1 ! 
*S'.  (J.J  on  fipppfd,  LL  o-j/f.  ;   Terhune  v.  Taylor^  1.2  C.  E,  Or.  80, 
But  the  petitioner  insists  that  the  mortgagors  and  the  holders 
•   of  the  fourtli  and  fifth  mortj^a^os  are  estopped  from  setting  up 
usury  or  claiming  a  credit  for  that  payment,  because  when  the 
})etitioner  in  Octol>er  next  succeeding  the  date  of  the  assignmeo* 
to  hira,  which  was  in  April,  called  on  Samuel  L.  Abbott  f^^ 
j)ayment  of  the  interest  then  due  on  his  mortgage  and  cons^ 
quently  informed  him  that  he  had  become  the   owner  of  tb^ 
mortgage  by  assignment,  Abbott  promised  to  pay  the  intercs* 
on  the  mortgage  as  it  should  become  due.     As  the  petition^ 
states  it,  what  was  said  on  the  subject  was  as  follows :     The  pet^' 
tioner  told  Abbott  that  he  had  got  the  mortgage  from  Mnrpby* 
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lott  said  that  Murphy  had  not  told  him  he  was  going  to  part 
I  it,  and  said  he  supposed  the  petitioner  would  keep  it,  or 
ething  to  that  effect.  Tiie  petitioner  rej)lied  that  lie  supposed 
[night  do  so  provided  the  interest  was  promptly  paid,  and 
x>tt  said  tiiat  should  be  done.  Abbott  admits  that  he  said 
lething  to  the  effect  also  that  the  mortgage  was  a  safe  one. 
s  promise  to  pay  the  interest  promptly  while  the  petitioner 
aid  continue  to  hold  tlie  mortgage,  operates  as  an  est()j>pel,  so 
as  the  interest  thereafter  paid  was  concerned ;  for  it  is  to  be 
turned  that  on  the  faith  of  it  the  petitioner  continued  to  hold 

mortgage  as  otherwise  he  might  not  have  done.  But  the 
>ppel  does  not  extend  to  the  principal,  for  the  petitioner,  when 
took  the  assignment  of  his  mortgage,  did  not  do  so  on  any 
resentatiou  whatever  in  any  way  of  the  mortgagors  or  any  of 
m.    When  he  went  to  see  Samuel  L.  Abbott  it  was  not  until 

months  after  he  had  got  the  mortgage.  It  is  enough  to  say 
It  it  is  obvious  that  Abbott  was  under  no  obligation  to  make 
y  statement  or  give  any  warning  as  to  the  mortgage,  the 
lount  acitually  secured  by  it,  its  liability  to  the  defence  of  usury 
any  other  defence,  or  to  speak  as  to  its  sufficiency  or  collecti- 
ity  or  otherwise.  Having  undertaken  to  pay  the  interest  he 
estopped  by  the  promise  for  the  reason  before  given,  but  neither 

nor  those  claiming  under  him  are  estopped  from  making 
fence  as  to  the  principal  or  from  claiming  the  application 
Jreto  of  the  $100  paid  for  extension. 

Nor  does  any  estoppel  arise  from  the  fact  that  one  of  the  mort- 
Sors,  in  the  assessment  of  taxes  upon  the  mortgaged  premises, 
inaed  a  deduction  of  $1,000  as  the  principal  of  the  i^iortgage. 
'at  was  not  a  representation  made  to  the  petitioner,  and  besides  it 
pears  to  have  been  made  as  late  as  1 876.  The  principle  on  which 
•amount  due  on  the  petitioner's  mortgage  should,  under  the  cir- 
f^stances,  he  computed,  is  to  allow  $800  only  of  principal  and  all 
crest  paid  up  to  April  1st,  1876,  from  which  date  the  interest  is 
arrear,  and  interest  on  $800  tliereafter  at  seven  per  cent,  per 
^una,  the  rate  which  the  bond  bears,  until  the  money  be  paid, 
Piloting  the  interest  ($14.50)  on  the  $100  retained  on  the 
iking  of  the  loan,  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  February 
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Ration  of  the  bill  on  which  the  complainant's  claim  rests,  is, 
she  being  out  at  service  and  making  good  wages,  and  hav- 

little  or  no  personal  expenses,  laid  up  her  money  for  years 
er  mother's  hands,  on  the  understanding  and  agreement  that 
jh  the  deposit  should  amount  to  enough  for  the  purpose,  it 
aid  bo  employed  by  her  mother  in  buying  a  house  for  her; 
.  in  pursuance  of  that  understanding  and  agreement  her 
her  purchased,  for  §400,  the  land  in  question,  paying  for  it 

of  tlie  complainant's  money  in  her  hands,  and  afterwards, 
li  like  funds,  built  a  two-story  frame  house,  at  a  cost  of  $1,000, 
it  ;  (hat  the  complainant,  so  soon  as  the  building  was  com- 
:ed,  moved  into  it  and  had  exclusive  use  of  one  room  (she 
I  liowever,  it  appears,  continued  at  service),  and  occupied  the 
'  of  the  house  in  common  with  her  father  and  mother;  that 

always,  up  to  the  time  when  John  ejected  her  from  the  prop- 
r  and  took  exclusive  possession  himself,  which  was  May  1st, 
^2,  supposed  that  the  title  had  been  taken  in  her  name,  but 

•  then  found  it  had  been  taken  in  his.  The  proof  on  her  part 
»si.sts  of  her  testimony  as  to  her  depositing  her  wages  with  her 
ther  for  safe  keeping,  and  verbal  statements  made  by  her 
ther  as  to  the  money  with  wliich  the  lot  was  purchased  and 

•  house  built,  and  a  statement  made  by  John  that  he  borrowed 
'  money  to  build  the  house  from  his  mother.  The  testimony 
to  the  statements  of  the  mother  is  incompetent,  and  if  it  were 
t  so,  it  would  be  entirely  unreliable    She  appears  to  have  said, 

one  occasion,  that  the  pro[)erty  was  "between  John  and  Mary 
*n''  (the  complainant),  tiiat  they  both  had  money  in  it  ;^nd  on 
^ther  occasion  she  said  that  it  belonged  to  both  of  them,  and 
It  their  father  had  some  money  in  it  too.  In  the  same  con- 
'^tion  she  claimed  the  proj>erty  as  her  own.     On  the  trial  of 

indictment  in  1872,  against  John  and  his  father  for  an  assault 
d  lottery  on  Mary  Ann,  she  swore  that  not  a  i)enny  of  Mary 
'^n's  money  was  in  the  house,  nor  the  money  of  any  one  else 
^t  John.  Mary  Ann  had,  on  the  trial,  sworn  that  she  owned 
^  property.  It  would  seem  that  both  Mary  Ann  and  her  sister, 
^^.  Currie  (sworn  for  her  in  this  cause),  charged  their  mother 
ith  having  perjured  herself  in  that  statement.     The  statements 

25 
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of  the  mother  ou  the  subject,  if  comi)etent,  would  manifestlr    ^ 
of  but  little  value.    But  the  case  shows  the  purchase  by  John    <^* 
the  lots  in  1866,  for  §400,  and  he  swears  that  he  paid  that  morm^y 
with  his  own  money ;  that  of  the  $400,  $200  were  money  whi^^ 
he  had  in  a  savings  bank,  and  the  rest  was  money  which  he  li^^ 
in  his  mother's  hands,  where  he  had  placed  it  for  safe  keepirBg- 
He  built  the  house.     He  swears  that  he  paid  for  it  entirely  wi  ^" 
his   own    monev  and    money  which  he  borrowed,  but  that     ^^ 
borrowed  only  §170  of  it  from  his  mother,  which  he  repaid      to 
her.     He  exercised  all  acts  of  ownership  over  the  property,  pa-y* 
ing  taxes  for  it  as  iiis  own,  and  obtaining  insurance  on  the  bui  Idl- 
ing as  his  projKjrty,  and,  as  far  as  appears,  his  absolute  right    to 
the  property  was  not  questioned  until  1872.    It  was  then  denied 
by  the  complainant,  but  she  did  not  file  her  bill  until  September, 
1878.     The  mother  did  not  die  until  tlie  summer  of  1874,  so 
that  the  complainant  for  two  years  or  thereabouts,  wliile  her 
mother  was  living,  after  her  claim  was  denied  both  by  John  and 
*her  mother,  took  no  stops  to  establish  her  claim  to  the  property. 
And  it  was  not  until  four  years  after  her  mother's  death  and  six 
years  after  her  right  to  the  property  was  denied  that  she  brought 
her  suit.     Her  delay  may  be  accounted  for  by  her  ignorance  and 
helplessness.     As  before  stated,  she  was  a  servant,  and  it  is  quite 
probable  that  she  is  fairly  to  be  regarded  as  inops  cojisilii;  and 
her  delay  is,  indeed,  not  to  be  looked  upon  as  the  delay  of  those 
better  aware  of  their  rights,  and  the  means  by  which  they  may 
be   maintained,  would  be.     Yet  it  is  unfortunate  for  her  that* 
for  whitever  reason,  her  application  for  relief  was  deferred  until 
after  the  death  of  her  mother.     It  appears,  too,  by  the  evidence 
of  Joseph,  who  swears  that  the  land  was  purchased  and  thehou^ 
built  l)y  James,  with   his  own  money,  that  when  John  bougW 
the  property  he  showed  Joseph  the  deed,  and  that  the  latter  rd*^ 
it  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  complainant.     He  sweai*» 
also,  that  the  complainant  had  an  account  in  the  Greenwich  Sa^" 
ings  Bank ;  that  he  saw  her  bank-book  and  was  with  her  wh^ 
she  made  a  deposit  there,  which  she  said  was  §140,  and  he  swea^ 
that  she  said  it  was  the  last  of  the  money  which  John  owed  b^^' 
and  that  she  had  got  it  from  her  mother.     John  swears  that  ^ 
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epaid  the  $170  in  several  payments,  the  last  of  which  was  $140. 
V.11  the  documeiilary  evidence  is  in  favor  of  John,  and  he  swears 
and   he  is  corroborated  in  raaterial  respects  by  Joseph)  that  he 
l>ought  the  land  and  built  the  house  entirely  with  his  own  money 
or  money  which  he  borrowed.     If  any  money  of  Mary  Ann's 
which  was  not  repaid,  indeed,  went  into  the  property,  I  am  unable 
to  find  clear  proof  of  it;  and  it  is  establij^hed  that  when  a  trust 
is  sought  to  be  raised  as  a  resulting  trust  from  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money,  the  proof  must  be  very  clear  of  the  payment  of 
the  purchase- money  by  the  person  in  whose  favor  a  trust  by  im- 
plication of  law  is  sought  to  be  raised ;  the  fact  must  be  distinctly 
^tablished  by  satisfactory  evidence.^  And  further,  that  a  result- 
ing  trust  will  not  be  held  to  arise  upon  payments  made  in  common 
^^  one  asserting  his  claim  and  the  grantee  in  the  deed,  when  the 
<»nsideration  is  set  forth  in  the  deed  (as  it  is  in  this  case)  as  mov- 
ing solely  from  the  latter,  unless  satisfactory  evidence  is  offered, 
exhibiting  the  portion  which  was  really  the  property  of  each,  and 
establishing  the  fact  that  the  payment  was  made  for  some  specific 
part  or  distinct  interest  in  the  estate.     Cutler  v.  Tidtle,  Jp  G.  E. 
w  S49,     In  this  ease,  as  was  said  in  the  ciise  just  cited,  the  tes- 
timony relied  on  is  unsatisfactory  as  to  the  question  whether  any, 
*nd  if  so,  what  portion  of  the  consideration  money  of  the  convey- 
ance was  the  property  of  the  complainant,  and  is  too  unreliable 
^0  justify  the  court  in  divesting  a  title  evidenced  by  deed  of  con- 
veyance, and  in  favor  of  a  person  whose  claim  is  rested  on  the 
nnoertain  foundation  of  parol  proof.      It  is  true  that  AIcAtavey 
^^ears  that  while  John  was  building  the  house,  he  told  him  that 
"egot  the  money  for  building  it  from  his  mother,  but  the  defend- 
^^  absolutely  and  positively  denies  it.     He  says  that  the  build- 
-      '"^geost  him  between  $900  and  §1,000;  that  he  had  to  borrow 
I     ®^^e  of  the  money  to  pay  for  it;  that  he  borrowed  §100  of  John 
\     ^«  Gibson  and  $100  of  his  brother  Joseph,  and  about  $170  from 
I     "'5  mother,  $370  in  all,  and  furnished  the  rest  of  the  money  him- 
^'»«    Again,  the  admission  is,  at  most,  that  he  obtained  the  money 
^^m  his  mother,  not  from  the  complainant;  and,  besides,  it  is 
Jiot  necessarily  a  confession  that  he  obtained  all  of  the  money  to 
^^ild  the  house  from  that  source.     He  admits  that  he  borrowed 
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$170  from  his  Wiother  to  aid  him  in  building,  but  swears  ths 
ix^l^ivi  it,  adding  $30  to  it  to  cover  interest.  I  think  it  is  c^  ^,j 
('^vvlxiMo  that  money  which  his  mother  received  from  Mary  ^^qj 
tv»r  sarV  ki\?{»ing:  went  into  the  property';  but  the  burden  of  p^'-oo/ 
ij».  vHi  '.iK»  v^'lnplai^a^t,  and  I  cannot  find  such  evidence  of*  the 
\^\x»i\vy  f';u*ts  :u<  would  warrant  a  decree  in  her  favor. 
rSv   '.  !  \%t!l  l^  dLsuiissed,  but  without  costs. 


Km  MA  Van  Dorex 

r. 
<  "^1M.^>^  8.  Dukersox  et  al. 


1  >u  .»  .  i\>  ot  \:\\uU,  ^^oOO  wero  rfi:iiiiiMl  by  (lio  purchafcr,  oot  of  the  COOsM®'^ 
ainii.  a-  III  iiulcmnitv  apiinst  an  alUurd  riulit  i  if  dower  in  ibe  premises,  s^d  * 
l»vml  .iiul  iiii'i(i;.ii;r  ilHTcon,  ^nvoii  l>_v  liiiii  to  llu-  voiidor  to  ««ctiie  that  aiDOi*^* 
luul  '  l:iu  In  I  "  inlorot,  the  princijial  payabk*  only  on  the  extimeiiUhment  of  t*** 

iliuni.      //(/</, 

^1  1  ri»at  ilu'  mortgage  could  be  foreclosed  ftjp  arrean*  of  interest,  althoii ^ 
liio  juiucipal  had  not  become  due  through  the  extinguishment  of  the  alle^^ 
claim  i>r  ilu\ser. 

i^li)    Tiiat  the  dower  chiimaiit  could  not,  on  this  foreclosure,  although  mad^ 
pariy  del'undant,  be  required  to  litigate  her  right  to  dower  in  the  premises. 


Bill  to  foreclose.     On  final  hearing.     On  plead ine  and  stip 
lation  as  to  facts. 


Mr.  0.  Jeffery,  for  complainant. 


Mr.  F,  D.  Smith,  for  defendants  Dickerson  and  wife. 


f 
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[E  Chancelt^r. 

e  mortgage  which  the  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  to  foreclose, 
nade  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  bond  given  in  1864  by 
W.  Lee  to  Peter  T.  B.  Van  Doren,  in  the  penalty  of  $500, 
the  following  condition  : 

HEBEAS,  the  said  Peter  T.  B.  Van  Doren,  by  a  deed  dated  March  Slst, 
iuly  executed  by  himself  and  wife,  and  delivered  this  day,  hath  con- 
unto  said  John  W.  Lcc,  two  certain  tracts  of  land  situate  in  the  Tillage 
aville,  in  said  county  of  Morris,  which  lands  were  formerly  owned  by 
is  Lindsly,  and  are  particularly  described  in  said  deed,  to  which,  for  a 
ption  thereof,  reference  is  hereby  made ;  and  whereaSy  it  is  alleged,  though 
Imitted,  but  denied  by  the  parties  hereto,  that  the  wife  of  said  Francla 
ly  has,  or  claims  to  have,  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  said  lands ;  and 
«,  it  was  understood  by  said  John  W.  Lee  that  he  was  to  have  a  clear 
3  said  lands,  and  it  has  been  agreed  by  said  parties  to  leave  in  tlie  hands 
d  John  W.  Lee,  five  hundred  dollars  of  the  said  purchase-money  as  an 
inity  against  any  such  claim  of  dower  by  tlie  wife  of  said  Francis 
Iv: 

Wj  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  above- 
i  John  W.  Lee,  or  his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall,  at  any 
hereafter,  when  said  Van  Doren  shall  deliver  to  him  or  them  a  release 
claim  to  said  land  and  premises  hereinbefore  mentioned,  duly  executed 
cknowledged  by  said  Francis  Lindsly  and  wife,  or  by  the  wife  of  said 
ly,  in  case  she  shall  survive  her  husband,  pay  to  said  Van  Doren,  or  his 
tors,  administrators  or  assigns,  the  said  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and 
meantime  shall  pay  to  said  Van  Doren,  or  his  execnt<ir8,  administrators 
;igns,  the  lawful  interest  on  said  live  hundred  dollars  annually,  during 
int  lives  of  said  Francis  Lindsly  and  wife;  or  if,  in  case  the  said  Julia  P. 
ly  shall  die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  said  husband,  the  said  John  W.  Lee 
pay  the  said  fjve  hundred  dollars  at  her  decease,  the  interest  being  paid 
ve  mentioned ;  or,  in  case  the  said  release  sball  not  be  executed,  and  said 
P.  shall  survive  her  said  hll^ban<l  and  sball  claim  her  right  of  dower  in 
►remises,  if  the  said  Peter  T.  B.  Van  Doren,  or  his  heirs,  executors  or 
listrators  shall,  at  all  times,  fully  indenmify  said  John  W.  Lee,  his  heirs 
»igns,  and  save  them  hainiKss  against  said  claim,  and  against  all  costs 
images  which  he  may  be  put  to  or  sustain  by  reason  thereof,  and  the  said 
W.  Lee,  or  his  executors  or  administrators,  shall  pay  saitl  sum  of  five 
ed  dollars,  with  the  interest  which  may  have  accrued  thereon;  or,  in 
aid  Julia  shall  survive  her  husband,  and  shall  die  without  making  any 
10  said  premises,  if,  at  her  decease,  said  Lee,  or  his  executors  or  admin- 
►rs  shall  pay  said  five  hundred  dollars  with  interest,  then  said  bond  or 
lion  to  be  void,  or  else  to  be  and  renmin  in  force.  It  is,  however,  under- 
that  in  no  event  is  said  monev  to  be  payable  until  one  year  from  the  date 
f." 
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In  1869,  Lee  conveyed  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  defends- ^ 
Charles  S.  Dickerson.     In  1880,  Van  Doren  assigned  the  bo^^ 
and  mortgage  to  the  complainant.     When  the  bill  was  filed  th^^^^ 
was  interest  due  and  in  arrear.     The  bill  was  filed  not  oii  ^^ 
against  Dickerson  and  his  wife,  but  also  against  Mr.  and  M 
Lindsly  mentioned  in  the  condition  of  the  bond^  the  latter 
sons  being  made  parties  in  respect  to  the  claim  of  dower  m<s^ 
tioned  in  tlie  condition  of  the  bond,  and  which  it  was  desigm 
thus  to  litigate  in  order  to  establish  the  fact  in  this  suit  that  MT 
Lindsly  had  no  dower,  contingent  or  otherwise,  in  the  proper 
The  Lindslies  did  not  answer  the  bill,  but  Dickerson  and  his  ^v  \£k 
did.    By  the  answer,  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  a  foreclos  vir* 
of  the  mortgage  is  denied,  on  the  ground  that  the  principal  of  the 
bond  is  not  due  according  to  the  terms  of  the  condition;  Mrs. 
Lindsly  having  never  released  her  claim  to  dower  in  the  premises. 
The  answer,  while  it  does  not  claim  that  there  is  no  interest  due 
and  in  arrear,  inslgts  that  certain  payments  of  interest,  wJiic/j 
have  been  made  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  were 
in  excess  of  the  amount  due  at  the  times  when  they  were  made, 
because  the  interest  which  tlie  mortgage  bore  was  only  six  per 
cent.,  seeing  that  that  was  the  legal  rate  when  the  mortgage  wii^ 
given,  and  the  mortgage  calls  for  *^  lawful"  interest.     And  they 
ask  that  an  account  be  taken  of  the  excess,  and  that  it  be  credited* 
on  account  of  interest ;  but  they  offer  to  pay  any  interest  whicl^ 
may  be  shown  to  be  due  and  in  arrear. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the  complainant  to    ^ 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  for  arrears  of  interest.     The  interest 
Vas,  by  the  terms  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  payable  annually* 
The  interest  paid  was  up  to  April  1st,  1869,  at  the  rate  of  six  p^^ 
cent.  }>er  annum.     That  was  the  legal  rate  at  the  date  of  the  bon^^^ 
and  from  thence  up  to  March  loth,  1866,  when  it  was  changed 
seven,  and  it  so  remained  until  July  4th,  1878,  when  it  waschan^ 
to  six.     From  April  1st,  1869,  the  interest  paid  appears  to  ha^«^ 
been  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent.,  probably  by  agreement,  thou^ 
there  is  no  proof  on  that  head.     In  the  absence  of  any  agreeme  ^  ^ 
to  pay  seven  per  cent.,  the  interest  would  be  now  payable  at  s^^ 
per  cent.     Jersey  City  v.  aadlaghan,  12  Vr.  Sp.     But  if  the^^^ 
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an  agreement  to  pay  seven  per  cent,  while  that  was  the  legal 
t,  the  answering  defendants  are,  of  course,  entitled  to  no  credit 
for  the  difference  in  rate.  Conover  v.  Lewis,  6  C,  E,  Gr,  230, 
The  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  interest  as 
W'ell  as  the  payment  of  the  principal ;  and,  though  the  principal 
is  not  due,  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  is  entitled  to  foreclose  for 
tlie  interest  in  arrear. 

Our  statute  (Rev,  117  §  7Jp)  provides  that  when  a  decree  of 
the   court  of  chancery  shall  be  made  for  the  sale  of  mortgaged 
premises  (in  cases  where  the  whole  sum  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage is  not  due),  either  for  non-payment  of  any  portion  or  install- 
wient  of  the  debt  or  demand  intended  to  be  secured  by  tjie  mort- 
gage, or  the  non-payment  of  interest  due,  or  both,  and  it  shall 
appear  to  the  court  that  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  ])romises  cannot 
De  sold  to  satisfy  the  amount  due  without  material  injury  to  the 
''^niaining  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  that  it  is  just  and 
reasonable  that  the  whole  of  the  mortgaged  premises  should  be 
*>ld  t(^ther,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  court  to 
<Jecree  a  sale  to  be  made  of  the  whole  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
^^^,  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  premises,  or 
^  dQUch  thereof  as  shall  be  necessary,  as  well  to  the  payment  of 
^^  interest,  installments  or  portions  then  due,  and  also  the  costs 
"^^H  due  and  payable,  as  to  the  payment  of  the  whole  or  residue 
^^   t.he  debt  or  demand  which  hath  not  become  due  and  payable, 
*^<i  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  be  paid  to  the 
P^^^Bon  or  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  or  to  be  brought 
"^^O  court  t04ibide  the  further  order  of  the  court,  as  the  equity 
*^<i  circumstances  of  the   case  require;  provided,  alwaySy  that 
^*^^n  the  residue  of  the  debt  or  demand  intended  to  be  secured 
"y   the  said  mortgage  is  payable  at  a  future  day  without  interest, 
^'^^  tlie  mortgagee  is  willing  to  receive  the  same,  the  court  shall 
^^^uct  a  rebate  of  legal  interest  for  what  the  mortgagee  shall  re- 
^^Ve  on  the  said  debt  or  demand,  to  be  computed  from  the  time 
^    the  actual  payment  thereof  to  the  time  such  residue  of  the 
^^l>t  or  demand  would  have  become  due  and  payable. 

In  such  a  case  as  this  the  court  will  see  to  it  that  the  rights 
^^  the  parties  are  secured  and  protected,  and  will  give  direction 


11)2  CASKS  IX  CFIANCERY.  [^iS  Eq 

1.  llu-  |>n>i-.x\liiij!:¥  avwnlin-lv.  Am.  L.  I.  &•  T.  Co.  v.  Ryfrnr 
,'  H--.:.  «.■*.  J :  CMinpfxii'  V.  j/.tcwnA. .',  Johw.  Ck.  .5-?.J;  Bfj'nc 

<.■;/■».  n.-"-i..,t.r.  -'  /Vin,*.  rA.  .;■■>'';,■  /,j/mrt«  v.  Sn/c,  jrf.  ja; 

l"^  -    ■  :-.--^;.  n   t*   c  ivht^tlicr   Mr*.   fiimUly  has  coutinge 
■■•««i-     •     ■•■  ■.■(^■i;Wi  las  n..>r  tweii  imilletl  liy  lier  (iefault  in  1% 
«..  ,     S''   11-  I't  .1  !.'nwr  ivirty  !■>  tlie  bill,  an<l  coiiij  not 
T  ly   .  11  iT"^'  -ii'-'  111*"*:!"!!  in  the  suit  to  all  the  malt  < 

. ..:    --.-    ■.  -       .■=     y/^  h'rfCj.v.  L-^itt,^J  Paiffe'J-iJ;S. 
',  '■      ■    '-•■■     '.'■:..  '  H: .  '_~A.  -.i-'/.     The  principal 

■.    11.     ■..■■^•'  ■*  "■   ■:    -■-"■      fhe  aii'*w,?riii  d«teii<Iants,  as  he/c 

^  .ti..   ■.■.■■-  .   f-.-.^A^-  reaily  it>  pay  tlie  iaterest.     If  they  jk 

.,     .      ,.■   -.[i-s  .  ■'  'hi*  ^nit,  the  [)nvif«<iiiigs  will  be  staye 

^.1, .  '1  •«.■  •  -t.-  « :'.'  If  an  onier  of  r'Atvikt.  to  inquire  wheth< 
,  \>.i.;v.-.i':  -.virt  <»f  llio  mnrtgagoi  ppcmi'^**  ^.-an  be  scild  witlioU 
;,i;i.»      ■    '-v  wtiwiiuler,  to  pny  the  interest  ickI  costs.     In  a* 

1,     ,1  viv-L    iiui  ^^>sIi^  are  paid,  or  in  ease  of  »Ie  to  raise  an< 

,,,,    • ^heixniphiinantwill  Iw  at  lil>erly  I.enalter,  fromtinn 

,    ii  ilio  annual   interest  hIiiiII  accrue  ami  be  un|ui(l,  f>i 

,.,„.,.  .  ■-  pnmipal  shall  In-eome  dne,  to  go  betOK  a  masfero' 
,,,  ;•,'■  .'t  the  ileiTce  in  this  <iinsi',  hikI  oblaJD  a  report  as  to  th 
.,.,.1  .Inn  iliir  anil  payable,  lo  the  enil  that  on  such  report beiii| 
,,, ,  t.  I,,  iln-i  i'i>nrt,  an  onler  tuny  iherenpon  be  made  forasa* 
.,  il,,'  pit'ini-'es  (nr  of  the  resiiliie,  if  :i  sale  shall  have  bee 
,, ,  !,•  .■!  (Kilt,  to  raise  and  pay  tlie  interest  now  due  and  coets 

.,    1 , (H'lrnt  part  or  partM  Ihctvof  tn  satisfy  what  shall  be  r« 

,.,.>»-il  I"  Ix'  due,  with  tlieciMt.^  attending ^uch  re{>ort  and  salb 
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CoxRAD  F.  Weiland 

V, 

Nathaniel  Townsend  et  al. 

A.  trnstee  was,  by  a  will,  clothed  with  extensive  discretionary  powers,  and 
there  was  no  provision  for  succession  in  the  trust  in  case  of  his  failure  to  act. 
^e  ciied — ITe/rf,  that  this  court  would  execute  the  trust  through  a  successor 
^^  l>e  appointed  by  it,  and  by  substituting  equitable  rules  in  the  place  of  arbi- 
^f^ry  power. 


ill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 


r,  A.  Flanders,  for  complainant. 


r.  J.  H.  Rogers,  for  defendant  N.  Townsend. 


The  Chancellor. 

This  suit  is  brought  by  Conrad  Weiland  in  his  own  behalf, 

as  guardian  of  his  two  minor  children,  tlie  offspring  of  his 

deceased  wife,  Annie,  daughter  of  George  Wylie,  deceased,  late 

o€    Paterson,  against   Xa'thaniel  Townsend,  administrator  cum 

i^^tametito  annexo,  and  trustee  under  the  will  of  George  Wylie 


I  ^OTE. — The  following  cases  show  what  words  have  been  held  to  confer  such 

^  ^iTistjCouplexl  with  a  power^as  a  court  of  equiiy  couKl  enforce  after  the  death 
^'removal  of  a  trustee  ve>t(.Hl  witli  discretionary  powers  : 

^ordey  V.  Bartlryj  3  Drew.  >M4,  "  at  liis  or  their  entire  discretion  to  pay  rents 
J*'  Ihe  benefit  of  one,  two  or  more  of  the  children  of  A  B,  the  tenant  for 

"^»''  with  a  power  to  appoint  new  trustees;  but  they  all  died  without  any  new 
^PP'Hntment. 

-^eiceU  V.  Heweltf  2  Eden  332^  power  for  devisees  for  life  to  cut  down  such 
'^^^^ras  four  trustees  or  the  survivor  "should  a-<.sign,  allow  or  direct;"  and 

^f  the  tnistees  were  dead. 
^fiberly  v.  TurtoUy  14  Ves.  4-^^,  a  i>ower  to  apply  dividends  for  the  mainte- 
'^^  of  children,  with  the  approbation  of  their  parents ;  and   none  of  the 
**^^es  ever  acted. 


394  CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  [33 


Weiland  r.  Townsend. 


and  Jane  Wylie,  the  widow  of  the  testator,  and  Georgiaoa  ^ 
Martha  Wylie,  her  children  by  him,  and  John  F.  Wyh'e, 
son  by  a  former  wife.     The  principal  object  of  the  suit  is 
obtain   an    immediate   distribution   of  the   testator's   estate 
appears  to  be  all  personal),  which  is  now  in  the  hands  of  Tow 
send,  as  administrator  and  trustee,  as  above  mentioned,  amo 
tlie  next  of  kin  of  the  testator.     The  testator  died  on  or  abc 
the   1st  of  June,  1867.     By  his  will,  after  directing  that 
debts  l)e  paid,  he  provided  as  follows: 

"I  order  and  direct,  further,  that  the  whole  of  tlie  balance  of  my  estate 
whatsoever  nature  and  wheresoever  situate,  he  and  it  is  liereby  placed  in  t 
in  the  handn  of  my  executor  an<l  trustee  below  named,  who  shall  be  an^ 
empowere<l  and  directetl  to  carry  out  and  complete  certain  business  engi 
meuts  in  whicli  1  am  now  iniereste*),  to  form  new  engagements  of  like  nat 
to  buy  and  sell  {>roperty  as,  in  his  discretion  and  judgment,  I  myself  mighl 

"  I  further  order  and  direct  tliat  the  members  of  mv  immediate  family  e 
be  provided  for  hy  my  said  tnislee  out  of  my  estate,. each  member  thereof  t€ 
ceive  an  eipial  allowance,  the  amount  of  which  shall  be  subject  to  the  dif 
tion  of  my  said  trustee;  but  each  sum  shall  be  at  least  sufficient  in  Buctk 
to  keep  the  recipient  thereof  from  actual  want. 

*' I  further  order  and   direct  tliat  the  trust  which   I  hereby  create 
cease  and  determine  at  the  end  of  twentv-one  vears,  when  the  balance  of 
estate  remaining  after   the   performance  of  the  above  conditions,  sha 
divided  among  my  then  legal  representatives  and  assigns,  in  such  pr 
tions  as  to  my  said  trustee  may  seem  just  and  pro{)er ;   and  I  do  hereb 


Lockvood  V.  Slradlnj,  1  Del.  Ch.  ^OS^  a  trust  in  executors  and  their  st 
"to  sell  lands  at  such  lime  or  times  as  they  can  do  it  to  the  best  ad 
♦    ♦     *     as  thev  mav  think  best  in  their  discretion,"  and  to  invest  a 
mately  divide  the  pnK*eeds ;  all  the  executors  being  dead. 

Bull  V.  Bull,  .V  Conn.  -/T,  "  to  A  and  B    *    *    *     with  full  confide 
they  will     *      *      -      dispose  of  >uch  residue  among  our  brothers  a? 
and  their  children  as  they  shall  judge  shall  be  most  in  neeil  of  t' 
this  to  be  done  aceordiuir  to  their  l>est  discretion."     Both  A  and  B  (? 
also  Gilbert  v.  CfKipin,  10  Cor.n.  ooU. 

Maitin  v.  Barnnrd,  -!J  (in.  '>^0^  in  trust  for  testator's  daughters, 
that  niy  said  executors  may  alh)\v  to  the  husbands  of  my  daught< 
general  proceeds  of  their  shans,  if  they  think  it   prudent  to  do 
turned  over  one  dautrhters  share  to  her  hu>bau<l,  who  afterwards  c 

City  of  Poriauwuth  v.  lSliackj\nd,  4'j  S.  II.  -/A/,  "  to  dispose  of,  fo 
of  my  brothers  and  sisters,  as  he  [the  trustee]  might  from  time  t( 
I  would  have  done,  if  I  could  have  f«ireseen  the  circumstances." 
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oiwc^r  him  to  make  such  division  according  to  his  best  discretion  and  judg- 
3ei:&t; ;  and,  in  making  such  disposition  of  my  estate,  I  am  governed  by  con- 
lu^sioDs  which  are  the  result  of  long  and  careful  reflection. 

**  -And  I  do  hereby  appoint  as  sucli  trustee,  and  also  as  executor  of  this  will, 
''rajiiAcis  A.  Canfield,  in  full  confidence  that  its  provisions  will  be  faithfully 
^eotited." 


'he  will   was  proved  in   Passaic  county,  and   letters  testa- 

"nentary  thereon  issued  to  Francis  A.  Canfield,  on  or  about  the 

I5tb  of   June,   1867.     He  died   in  1876,  and  the  defendant 

5fa.thaniel  Townsend  was  appointed  by  the  orphans  court  of 

that  county,  in  that  year,  administrator  cum  (esiameiiio  annexOy 

auil  trustee  in  his  place.     He  was  required  to  give  bonds  in  the 

sum  of  $62,000,  wiiich  he  gave  accordingly.     Tiie  debts  have 

all  been  paid,  and  all  the  duties  to  be  difttrhargwl  by  Townsend 

ID  regard  to  the  estate  are  tJiose  of  a  trustee. 

The  complainant  insists  that  the  will  gave  Canfield  only  a  mere 
power,  and  that  the  power,  being  a  discretionary  one,  expired  with 
Win ;  and  that  the  residue  of  the  estate  is  therefore  immediatelv 
divisible  among  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator.  But  it  is  clear 
that  Canfield  was  clothed  with  more  than  a  mere  power.  He 
vas  clothed  with  a  trust.  The  testator  declares  that  he  places 
™e  residue  of  his  estate  in  trust  in  the  hands  of  his  executor  and 
^TUsteCy  and  he  subsequently  speaks  of  the  provision  as  the  tj*ust 
which,  by  the  will,  he  has  created.     He  authorizes  the  trustee  to 


*^arw  V.  Christian,  15  Gratt.  11  y  a  testator  conftrring  a  power  to  sell  lands 

*Q  order  to  carry  on  a  partnership,  gives  therewith  a  power  which,  although 

"**cretionary,  survives. 

^Qulker  v.  Davis,  IS  Gratt,  Ool,  lands  were  conveved  to  trustees  in  trust  for 
Iff 
•".  and  his  wife,  and  the  survivor  of  them  for  life,  and  then  to  their  children, 

•  •nd  if  >f^  should  think  it  expedient  to  sell  the  lots,  then  to  carry  out  the  sale 

*^  invest  the  proceeds  on  the  same  trusts.     N.  dies,  and  the  court  may  exe- 

'^teihe  trust  to  sell. 

CWe  V.  Daiin,  Oo  Me.  Kt.?^  "  two-lift hs  for  J.  C.  an«l  S.  C.  in  tnist  for  S.  and 

*^  wife  and  if.  after  five  vears  from  inv  (hcr-nse,  tliev  shall,  in  the  exercise 

^^  their  best  judgment,  consider  it  for  tiie  bfst  interest  and  happinos  of  S. 

*^<1  his  wife,  to  transfer  to  them  said   t\v<»-tifilis,  thev  are  herehv  authorized 

"^^*ecnte  such   transfer."     J.  C.  and  S.  C.  duly  (iualitii<l   as  executors  and 

^"'«ees,  and  S.  C.  died. 

^^'♦^  V.  Pennock,  27  Pa.  St.  ;.'SS\  *'If  he  [the  trustee]  shall  think  it  expe- 

^^%  and  the  said  M.  shall  assent  thereto;"  and  the  tru-itee  died. 
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huy  and  sell  i)ro|)erty  at  his  full  discretion,  and  in  terms  gi^ 
him  full  j)o\ver  to  divide  the  balance  of  the  estate  which  rm 
remain  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  the  duration   ^c>t 
the  trust,  among  the  testator's  then  legal  representatives  and  th^^*  ^ 
assigns  in  such  proportions  as  to  tlie  trustee  may  seem  justa:^"*^ 
proper,  expressly  and  explicitly  empowering  him  to  make  t-^^^* 
<Iivision  according  to  his  discretion  and  judgment.     The  title       ^^ 
the  estate  was  by  the  will  vested  in  the  trustee.     Apart  from  t^I^* 
testator's  declaration  that  he    placed  the  estate  in  the  truste^^  ^ 
hands  in  trust,  denominating  and  characterizing  the  deposit  a^s    ^ 
trust  and  the  depositary  as  a  trustee,  it  was  necessary  for  the  ^-ac- 
ecution  of  the  ample  power,  and  the  exercise  of  the  wide  A  is*- 
cretion  given  to  the  trustee  by  the  will,  that  he  should  have  "th^ 
title.     The  distinction  between  a  naked  power  and  a  trust  l3«M 
beeu  said  to  be  generally  something  like  this:    that  a  nalcecl 
power  is  a  mere  authority  over  any  subject  matter,  enabling  tlie 
donee  to  control  its  disposition  without  vesting  the  thing  itself,  €yr 
any  interest  in  it,  in  him  ;  a  trust,  on  the  other  hand,  is  where  tbe 
thing  or  an  interest  in  it  is  vested  in  the  donee,  upon  the  confi- 
dence that  he  will   make  a  certain  disposition  of  it.    Withers  v. 
Veaden,  1  Rich.  Eq,  o2Jf,.     The  discretionary  power  givea  l>y 
the  will  to  the  trustee  was  coupled  with  a  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  the  testator's  family.     Such  a  power  this  court  will  itself  ex- 
ecute according  to  equity,  where  the  trustee  dies  before  executic:^? 


Hinklin  v.  JlamiUoti,  J  Humph.  of»0,  a  successor  to  an  executor  who  iiuled 
apply  to  the  court  to  <)l)tain  the  state's  consent  to  tlie  manumission  of  a slt*"**^ 
may  be  aj>p()inted  after  such  executor's  death,  and  required  so  to  apply. 

BaillU  V.  Me  Worl€i\  of!  Gn.  JSJ,  on  the  appropriation  of  trust  funds 
satisfy  a  creditor  of  ilie  ceatiii  que  tru,'<t,  the  court  appointed  a  receiver,  t^^ 
trusle»i  haviu«;  died. 

MoKhif  V.   Mnsby,  ■'  Gratf.   W ^,  "  whenever  my  executors  think  belt,  th^ 
shall  sell  my  land  in  ]»."     One  executor  died  and  one  had  been  removed. 

In  the  following;  instances  the  courts  have  refused  to  interfere : 
llihbard  v.  Lmnbt;  Anih.  .U>'>,  "the  residue  to  be  disposed  of  in  charity 

such  persons,  ami  in  Mich  manner  as  my  executon*,  or  the  survivor  of  tho^^^ 

shall  think  fit."    Two  of  them  having  die<l,  and  a  third  being  very  infirm,  appC-- 

cation  was  made  to  thf  court  to  have  otlier  trustees  added. 

Cb/e  V.  Wade,  /''  Try.  .'",  "for  such  of  my  relations  and  kindred  as  they  [ 

executors],  in  their  discretion,  shall  think  proper."     Both  execatora  died, 


to 


i 


iTEW.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  397 

Weiland  t*.  Townsend. 

or  refuses  to  execute  it,  or  if,  from  auy  circumstance,  the  exe- 
ion  of  the  power  by  him  becomes  impracticable.  Perry  on 
u^U  §  :?4^.  Such  a  trust  as  that  created  by  the  will — ^a  trust 
taxke  in  hand  and  manage  an  estate  at  the  trustee's  full  discre- 
n,  to  make  allowances  almost  entirely  at  his  discretion  to  the 
tator's  family,  and  at  the  termination  of  the  trust  to  divide  the 
late  among  the  testator's  heirs  or  next  of  kin,  or  their  assigns, 
such  proportions  as  to  him  may  seem  just  and  proi)er,  acting 
tlie  matter  according  to  his  own  discretion — cannot,  for  obvious 
Busons,  be  delegated,  unless  the  creator  of  the  trust  himself  has 
provided.  AVhere  a  testator  gave  his  property  to  his  son  in 
ust  to  apply  the  income  to  the  use  of  himself  and  family,  and 
*  give  by  deed  or  will  all  beyond  what  he  should  so  apply,  unto 
il  or  any  child  or  children  of  his  own,  in  such  proportions  and 
^  such  manner  as  he  should  see  fit,  and  the  son  died,  having 
©vised  the  property  to  his  wife,  with  directions  to  his  executors 
^  act  under  the  will  of  his  father,  it  was  held  to  be  a  trust 
^Upled  with  a  power  to  appoint  at  his  son's  discretion  among 
*s  children ;  that  the  power  could  not  be  delegated ;  that  tlie 
^*i*8  will  was  not  an  execution  of  the  power,  and  that  his  chil- 
*^eti  took  equally  under  their  grandfather's  will.  Withers  v. 
^<iden,  ubi  sup.  See  also  the  cases  cited  in  Perry  on  Truats 
^Sl.     And  it  is  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  where  a  power 

""vivor  devising  his  interest  in  testator's  estate  to  B.  Neither  B,  nor  a  trus- 
'  designated  by  the  court,  could  execute  it. 

^^vn  V.  Worrallf  1  Myl.  &  K.  06 1^  to  executors  "  to  apply  the  same  as  I  [tes- 
^r]  shall  appoint,  and  in  default  of  apjK>intment  as  to  any  part,  to  settle 
^H  part  at  their  discretion,  either  for  pious  and  charitable  purposes,  or  other- 
*^,  for  the  benefit  of  luy  sister  and  her  children  ;'*  not  executable  by  the 
i***e8entative  of  the  survivins:  trustee. 

■^evoman  v.  Warner ^  1  Sim.  {N,  S.)  4<^7^  "  for  W.  and  C.  and  the  survivor  of 
^^  and  the  executors  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  at  the  request  and 
the  direction  of  A  and  B,"  to  preserve  contingent  remainders.     Afterwards 
^ied  and  W.  Wits  resident  abioad. 

^/>bioa  v.  Flyght,  4  De  G.  J.  <t*  S.  OOS,  a  power  to  lease  lands,  vej<te^  in  two 
^tees  and  their  survivor  and  his  representatives,  where  one  tru-^tee  <lied  and 
^  other  disclaimed,  was  considered  as  not  cast  on  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
Hater.    See  Oarfoot  v.  Garfoot^  2  Johns.  Ch,  21, 
^doU  y.  WhiU^  2  Head  703,  to  three  trustees,  with  power  in  them  or  their 
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is  given  to  trustees,  the  exercise  of  which  is  arbitrary,  and  tr.  Jj 
settlement  contains  no  proviso  for  the  appointment  of  new  tr^^^, 
tees  with  similar   powers,  it  is   not  competent   for   the   covir^ 
on  the  substitution  of  new  trustees  by  its  own  inherent  juriscl/c?- 
tion,  to  invest  such  trustees  with  that  arbitrary  power.     Letc^n 
on  Trusts  449,     But  the  court  will  not  suffer  the  trust  to  fail 
for  want  of  a  trustee,  and  it  will  therefore  appoint  a  successajr, 
substituting  equitable  rules  in  the  place  of  arbitrary  power.   In 
the  case  under  consideration  the  new  trustee  does  not,  according 
to  his  answer,  claim  the  right  to  exercise  the  arbitrary  power  , 
given  by  the  will  to  the  trustee  thereby  appointed.     He  declares 
that  the  only  control  he  has  ever  exercised  over  the  estate  has 
been  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  trust"  funds  and  prop- 
erty, and  executing  the  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator's  in- 
mediate  family;  that  he  never  has  assumed  to  himself  the  dis^ 
cretionary  powers  granted  to  Canfield  by  the  will,  nor  has  bi« 
ever  assumed  to  exercise  the  same  control  over  the  property  o^ 
the  estate  which  came  into  his  hands  as  the  testator  could  (in  the 
language  of  the  will)  have  exercised  if  living,  nor  to  complete 
any  business  arrangement  entered  into  either  by  Canfield  or  tli« 
testator;  and  he  adds  that  he  knows  of  no  business  engagemeatfl 
or  arrangements  to  be  carried  out.     He  further  says  that  he  has 
not  claimed,  and  does  not  claim,  the  right  to  buy  and  sell  prop- 


snrvivor,  to  sell  and  convey  any  part  or  all  of  the  property,  for  the  use  of 
testator's  daughter  and  her  children,  to  y&^t  and  revest  the  proceeds,  and  to 
mana^re  the  whole  in  any  way  they  might  think  promotive  of  the  interests  of 
the  heneticiaries. 

BaUcy  v.  Burf]*:s^  10  R.  I.  4^2^  "to  B,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  further 
trust  from  tinje  to  time,  as  and  when  the  said  B  shall  deem  it  expedient  to  sell 
or  mortgage  the  wlude  or  any  part  *  *  *  at  his  discretion."  B  was 
removed  by  the  court  from  the  trust,  on  his  own  application. 

Littleton  v.  Aihlingtov,  59  Mo.  i'75^  a  widow  and  another  were  empowered  io 
sell  lancls  "  as  they  might  deem  best  for  the  interests  of  the  estate,  and  toufic 
I  he  proceeds  with  like  discretion."  The  widow,  after  ceasing  to  act  as  execu- 
trix, has  no  power  to  sell. 

Ridillc  V.  iStihr,  4^  Iowa  547^  interference  with  a  trust  was  refused,  where  • 
spendthrift  had  conveyed  his  property  to  a  temporary  trustee  until  a  perma- 
nent one  could  be  selected,  and  the  former  was  dead  and  the  latter  not  choaeO' 

Such  power  cannot  be  exercised,  ordinarily,  by  an  administrator  cum  teiior 
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on  account  of  tlie  estate,  nor  the  right  to  enter  into  new 
neBS  engiigements,  except  under  the  advice  of  court.     He 

he  admits,  made  allowances  to  the  members  of  the  imme- 
2  family  of  the  testator  (but  always,  as  he  alleges,  only  out 
le  income  of  the  estate,  and  having  regard  to  the  amount 
he  income  and  the  rank  and  condition  in  life  of  the  family), 

he  claims  the  right  to  make  such  allowances.  He  appears 
ave  taken  the  advice  and  direction  of  the  Passaic  orphans 
•t  in  reference  to  the  [)ropriety  of  making  allowance  to  the 
plainant  and  John  F.  Wylie,  and  was  advised  by  that  court 
lake  no  allowance  to  the  former,  but  to  make  one  to  the  lat- 
The  amount  of  the  annual  allowance  to  be  made  to  the 
Qbers  of  the  testator's  immediate  family  is,  by  the  will,  Fub- 

to  the  discretion  of  the  trustee,  with  proviso  that  the  allow- 
i  shall  be  at  least  sufficient  to  keep  the  recipients  thereof  from 
lal  want.  This  discretion  is  one  which  the  new  trustee  can- 
exercise  ;  but  the  amount  of  the  allowances  must  be  fixed 
this  court. 

?he  testator  clearly  intended  that  the  trust  which  he  created 
his  will  should  last  for  twenty-one  yeai>:.  He  makes  no 
er  provision  for  his  widow  than  that  contained  in  the  trust — 
allowance  to  be  made  by  the  trustee  for  her  support,  and  the 


•o  anncxo.  Brmh  v.  Youug,  4  Dutch.  i^Sl ;  Hoss  v.  Bnrday^  IS  Pa,  St.  170; 
lier  V.  Clark,  13  Mdc.  22u  ;  Abell  v.  IIowc,  4 J  Vt.  40 J  ;  Bdcher  v.  Branch, 
^,L22G;  Knight  v.  Looum,  30  Me,  204;  AtCij-Qcn.  v.  Qarrmm,  101  Mam. 
/  i  Wmsi.  on  Exrs.  Od4,  note  [w^ ) ;  Dominic  v.  Michael,  4  S'tndf.  374  ;  Per- 
e  ^.Prpctory  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  430  ;  Arimtromj  v.  IWk,  V  Humph.  lOo  ;  Bes- 
'  -Erfa/e,  IS  Wis.  4^'>1 ;  Wooldridye  v.  Watkin.<,  3  Bibh  3p  ;  Tarver  v.  llaimn, 
4/o.  503 ;  Mnldrow  v.  Fox,  2 Dana  74;  CoUman  v.  Mc Kinney,  3  J.  J.  Marsh, 

!   Lockwood  V.   Strad/ey,   1  Del.   Gh.  20S ;  Greenovgh  v.    Welles,  10  Cash. 

» 

^^Tra:  Brown  v.  Arminiend,  0  Band.  504;  Mui^by  v.  Mosby,  0  Gratt,  584; 
^^  V.  lleMer,  2  Ireri.  Eq.  330;  Mathews  v.  Meek,  23  Ohi)  St.  272;  Ehtner 
V^y  32  Ohio  St.SoS;  Bain  v.  Mattcsnn,  54  X.  Y.  GC3  ;  Emns  v.  Chew,  71 
^-  47 ;  Harrison  v.  Henderson,  7  HeiAk.  315 ;  Anderson  v.  McGowan,  4^ 
-^^Z  S.  a,  42  Ah.  2S0, 

;  ^.—Cbnklin  v.  Egerton,  21  Wend.  430  ;  25  Weml  224,  doubted  in  Elstncr 
f^y  32  Ohio  St.  371;  Anderson's  Estate,  5  S.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  305;  and  Withers 
^^«<i«i,  1  Bich.  Eg.  325,  qualifie<l  in  Lines  v.  Darden,  5  Fla.  79, 
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distribution  to  be  made  at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years  frorxM.    bis 
death.     His  language  is  : 


"  I  further  order  and  direct  that  the  tnist  which  I  hereby  create  shall 
and  determine  at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years,  when  the  balance  of  any  ^^ttte 
remaining  after  the  performance  of  the  above  conditions  shall  be  di^i^^ 
among  my  Men  lej-al  representatives  and  assigns." 

His  intention  was  that  the  estate  should  be  held  and  managed  by 
the  trustee  for  the  period  which  he  designates  as  the  duration  of"  ^"® 
trust ;  his  immediate  family  to  be  supported  out  of  it  in  the  m&^^' 
time^aud  that  it  should  then  be  justly  and  equitably  divided  among 
those  who  would  at  that  time,  by  law,  be  entitled  to  it,  either  a^ 
his  heirs  or  next  of  kin,  according  as  the  property  should  be 
real  or  personal ;  and  he  conBded  the  division  to  the  trustee  be- 
cause the  latter,  from  his  administration  of  the  estate  in  the 
meantime,  making  the  allowances,  &€.,  would  be  able  to  make 
the  distribution  according  to  justice.  The  distribution,  now 
that  the  trustee  whom  he  appointed  is  dead,  must  be  made  1>J 
this  court.  In  the  meantime,  and  until  the  time  for  distribu- 
tion arrives,  the  estate  will  be  managed  under  the  direction  o» 

As  to  an  administrator  th  honisi  non,  see  HuU  v.  IIuJl,  ^4  N,  Y.  0^7 ;  ff^^f^ 
burns  Estate,  S  PhUa.  JOH ;  JMl  v.  Ilumphrvy,  cV  ]\\  Va.  1 ;  MertiWh's  EtiCf'^ 
1  Pars.  4^3.    And  an  administrator  durante  minove  cetatc.   Moiisell  v.  Arrmirof^  ^' 
L.  R.  ( 14  Eq  )  4-^3.     And  an  a<lministrator  or  trustee  authorized  by  spec:^ 
act  of  the  legislature.     Corbell  v.  Zeluff,  iJ*  Gratt.  :i26 ;  Titidal  v.  Drake,    ^ 
Ala.  170;  McComb  v.  Gilktif,  k'O  Miss,  14^ ;  Jjothrop  v.  Stedman,  4^  Conn.  S^ 


S. 


The  court  of  chancery  may  appoint  a  trustee  where  such  power  is  confer 
by  teslator  on  either  one  of  two  other  courts,  and  they  neglect  to  exercise 
Griffith  V.  State,  2  Del.  Ch.  4 -'J. 

Wiiether  the  survivor  of  two  or  more  trustees  can  exercise  a  discretion^'    • 
power  of   sale  f(ivon  to    all,  see  Clinefdter  w  Ayrem.lO  III,  329;  BartUtt 
Sutherland,  J4  ^fi^^^.  oJ:> ;  Mallet  v.  Smith,  0  Rich.  Eq.  12;  Clark  v.  Homif^^* 
47  Mi^.  434  ;  Evans  v.  Chew,  71  Pa.  St.  47;  Phillips  v.  Stewart,  59  Mo.  4^  ^'' 
Parker  v.  Sears,  117  Mass.  r,lJ;  DaviJi  v.  Christian,  15  Gratt.  11 ;  Hamiltoi»'    *"• 
Ijore,  2  Kerr  24.*  ;  Marks  v.  Tarver,  59  Ala.  335 ;  Saundera  v.  SehmaeUUy  ^ 
Cal.  59;  yUes  v.  SUveus,  4  Denio  399;  Taylor  v.  Morris,  1  N.  Y,  341;  CkO^ 
V.  Villeponteaux,  -i  McCord  10 ;  Miller  v.  Meetch,  S  Pa.  St.  4^7;  BeU  v.  Humphry 
8  W.  Va.  1.     Or  the  executor  of  an  executor,  Chambers  v.  Tulane,  1  Stock  t¥* 

See,  further.  S  Am.  Laic  Rev.  669  ;  2  TFww.  on  Exrs.  961;  9  WkUe  ^  T^' 
Lead.  Cos.  in  Eq.  i«yjJ.— Rep. 
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coiirt.  There  will  be  a  reference  to  a  master  as  to  the 
>uiit  and  character  of  the  estate ;  in  what  investment  it  stands 

the  character  of  those  investments  ;  what  is  the  annual  in- 
le  derived  therefrom,  and  in  what  payments  it  is  received ; 

fitness  of  the  present  trustee,  and  whether  he  should  give 
r  bonds,  and  if  so,  to  what  amount,  if  he  be  favorably  re- 
ted  upon ;  and  who  now  constitute  the  testator's  immediate 
lily,  and  what  allowance  ought  to  be  made  to  each  one  for  his 
aer  support. 


Bethiaii  Thompson 

V. 

Nathan  H.  Thorp  et  al. 


Oder  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Rahway,  adopted  in  1865,  the  lien  of  Uie 
for  ordinary  municipal  taxes  and  for  nssessmentd  for  street  improvements, 
^ior  to  a  bona  fide  mortgage  on  the  premises  made  and  registered  before 
levy  or  assessment. 


Jill  to  foreclose.     Question  submitted  on  briefs.     On  stipula- 
i  of  counsel  as  to  facts. 

^eibsra.  Shafer  &  JDurand,  for  complainant. 

tfr.  L.  LupioTiy  for  city  of  Rah  way. 

?HE  Chancellor. 

iy  a  stipulation  made  by  the  respective  counsel  of  the  com- 
inant  and  the  city  of  Eahway,  it  is  agreed  that  the  whole  of 
principal  of  the  complainant's  mortgage  is  due,  with  large 
ears  of  interest;  that  the  mortgaged  premises  are  the  same  on 
ich  the  taxes  and  the  assessment  for  benefits  fbr  the  widening 
Main  street  in  Rahway,  also  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  were 

26 
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assessed ;  that  that  assessment  and  the  taxes  were  assessed  after 
the  complainant's  mortgage  was  recorded;  that  the  taxes  were 
assessed  against  the  mortgagor,  as  owner  of  the  property ;  that 
the  property  is  the  same  which  was  sold  for  non-payment  of  the 
taxes  of  1876;  that  no  notice  was  given  to  the  complainant  by 
the  city  of  the  non-payment  of  the  taxes ;  that  the  assessments, 
as  well  that  for  widening  as  those  for  taxes,  were  duly  and 
l^ally  made,  and  that  the  sale  of  the  property  for  taxes  was 
also  legally  made,  and  that  the  assessment  still  remains  unpaid. 
The  question   presented  for  decision   is,  whether,  under  the 
charter  of  the  city  of  Rah  way,  taxes  (which  were  the  usual  ones 
for  city,  county  and    state   purposes),  and   the  assessment  for 
widening  Main  street,  all  of  which  were  assessed  on  the  property 
subsequently  to  the  date  and   recording  of  the  complainants 
mortgage,  are  liens  prior  to  that  of  the  mortgage.     The  mort- 
gage was  made  and  registered  in   May,  1870.     The  taxes  id 
question  were  assessed  for  the  years  1876  and  1877,  and  the 
assessment  for  widening,  in  September,  1870.     By  the  charter, 
wiiich  was  passed   in   1865  (P.  L.  of  1865  p.  Ifi9  %  o7\  it  i^ 
provided  that  all  taxes  and  assessments  which  shall  be  assessed 
or  made  upon  any  lands  or  real  estate  in  the  city,  shall  be  and 
remain  a  lien  thtToon  until  paid,  for  the  amount  of  such  taxes  or 
assessments,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  cent.  • 
j)er  annum,  and  all  costs  and  fees;  and  that  such  lien  shall 
remain  upon  such   lands  and  real  estate,  notwithstanding  a^y 
devise,    descent,    alienation,    mortgage    or   other    encumbrance 
thereof,  and   notwithstanding  any  mistake  in   the  name  of  the 
owner  or  owners,  or  omission  to  name  the  owner  or  owners  <J^ 

• 

such  lands  and  real  estate ;  and  that  any  assessment  of  taxes,  »d 
which  such  mistake  or  omission  occurs,  shall  be  valid  and  effec- 
lual  in  law,  and  if  unpaid  shall  be  returned  in  the  list  of  deliO' 
qnent  taxes ;  and  such  lands  and  real  estate  shall  be  proceeded 
against,  and  sold  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  act.  By  a  sup- 
plement to  the  charter  (P.  i.  o/  187 J^p,  J^lS)^  it  is  provided  that 
the  lien  of  txixes  shall  begin  from  and  after  the  day  on  which  the 
taxes  are  declared  to  be  due  and  payable,  which  is  fixed  bytb« 
charter  as  on  the  15th  of  October.     Though  the  taxes  in  que8ti<ja 
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B  not  assessed  until  after  the  registering  of  the  mortgage,  yet 
er  the  provision  of  the  57th  section  of  the  charter,  the  lien 
he  former,  though  subsequent  in  date,  is  paramount  to  that 
he  mortgage.  Tmatees  of  Public  Schools  v.  City  of  Trenioriy 
ew.  Eq.  667 y  674y  675.  In  that  case  the  charter  declared  that 
tax  should  be  a  lien  for  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  tax 
rant,  notwithstanding  any  devise,  &c.,  and  it  also  contained 
provision  that  the  certificate  of  sale  should  constitute  a  lien 
the  premises  sold,  after  it  should  have  been  recorded.  The 
le  provision,  that  the  certificate  of  sale  shall  constitute  a  lien 
the  premises  sold,  after  it  shall  have  been  recorded,  is  found 
the  charter  of  Rahway,  and  it  is,  in  the  brief  of  the  complain- 
t's counsel  in  this  case,  stated  to  be  the  only  provision  making 
:e8  a  lien  on  real  estate  so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  prior  mort- 
ices.    But  by  the  construction  which,  under  the  authority  of 

5  case  just  cited,  is  to  be  given  to  the  57th  section,  that  is  mani- 
tly  an  error. 

The  charter,  by  the  83d  section,  makes  the  assessments  for 
nefits  in  opening  or  widening  streets  &c.,  a  lien  on  the  land  and 
J  estate  assessed,  from  the  time  when  the  improvements  shall 
ve  been  made.  By  the  86th  section,  it  is  declared  that  every 
ch  assessment  shall  be  |)ayable  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
Qe  when  it  is  ratifie<l  by  the  common  council  until  it  is  paid, 
'<!  that  the  interest  shall  be  deemed  and  held,  to  all  intents  and 
irposes,  to  be  a  part  of  the  assessment,  and,  as  such,  a  lien  upon 
€  lands  and  real  estate  in  respect  whereof  the  assessment  is 
ade.  By  the  89th  section,  it  is  provided  that  the  common 
'Uncil  may  direct  the  city  treasurer  to  collect  the  assessments 
'  public  sale  at  auction,  of  the  lands  and  real  estate  whereon 
^y  have  been  imposed  or  are  a  lien.    The  90th  section  requires 

6  treasurer  to  make  a  transcript  and  give  notice.  The  91st  sec- 
>n  makes  it  his  duty  to  sell  and  deliver  a  certificate  of  sale,  and 
adds  that  all  further  proceedings  which  are  authorized  by  the 
t  in  respect  to  the  sale  and  redemption  of  lands  or  rAil  estate 
f  the  non-payment  of  taxes,  may  in  like  manner  be  had  in 
Jes  of  sales  of  lands  or  real  estate  for  the  non-payment  of 
lessments,  where  such  assessments  are  made  a  lien  on  lands  and 
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real  estate  by  the  provisions  of  the  act.     The  65th  section  f:>">- 
vides  that  no  mortgagee  whose  mortgage  shall  have  been  4  ■Jv 
recorded  before  sale  for  any  tax  or  assessment,  shall  be  dive^^ed 
of  his  rights  in  the  property  sold,  unless  six  months'  notice,    in 
writing,  of  such  sale,  shall  have  been  given  to  him  by  the  pur- 
chaser, or  by  any  j>erson  or  persons  claiming  under  him  <&c 
The  next,  the  66th  section,  provides  that  the  owner,  mortgagee, 
occupant,  or  any  person  or  j)ersons  having  a  legal  or  equitable 
interest  in  any  lands  and  real  estate  sold  for  taxes  or  for  anv 
assessment  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  may  redeem  in  two 
years  from  the  sale,  and  if  the  jKjrson  redeeming  be  a  judgment 
creditor  or  mortgagee,  he  shall  have  a  lien  on  the  pro[)erty  for 
the  amount  paid  by  him,  with  interest  at  seven  per  cent,  p^r 
annum,  as  if  included  in  his  judgment  or  mortgage,  and  may 
'enforce  payment  thereof  in  the  usual   manner.      By  the  67th 
section,  it  is  declared  that  if  there  he  no  redemption  within  tJi* 
time  limited,  a  deohiration  of  sale  shall  be  given,  by  virtue  o^ 
which  the  purchaser  or  purchasers,  and  his  and  their  legal  repr^' 
sentatives,  shall   lawfully   hold   and  enjoy  the   lands  and  re^^ 
estate  sold,  with  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  for  hisan^ 
their  own  proper  use,  against  the  owner  or  owners  thereof,  ar»^' 
all  persons  claiming  under  him  or  them,  until  the  term  forwhi^*^ 
the  purchaser  may  have  agreed  to  take  the  property  shall  ^^ 
ended.     It  will  have  been  seen  that  the  provision  of  the  57 "t:*^ 
section  of  the  charter,   giving  priority   of  lien,  applies,  by  i*^ 
express  terms,  to  assessments  for  benefits,  as  well  as  to  taxes.     ^ 
is  clear  that  that  provision  is,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  befo*^ 
cited,  conclusive  on  the  question  submitted,  both  as  to  the  tajc^^ 
and  the  assessments  for  widening.    In  City  of  Paferaon  v.  CfK^'^'^ 
6  Stew,  Eq,  SSOy  the  provision  for  re<lemption  by  the  mort 
&c.,  was  regarded  as  an  important  element  in  determining  whetl^ 
the  charter  of  the  city  disclosed  an  intention  on  the  part  of  'tX^ 
legislature  to  postpone  the  lien  of  a  mortgage  to  the  lien  of  ta^^^ 
subsequdhtly  assessed.     That  charter  contained  no  provision    »^ 
priority,  such  as  that  contained  in  the  57th  section  of  the  cha*^^ 
under  consideration  ;  nor  did  it  provide  that  notice  to  tlie  mo^' 
gagee  should  be  necessary  before  his  title  oould  be  divested.    J^** 
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5  court  considered  the  fact  that  there  was  a  provision  that  the 
id  should  be  assessed  for  its  full  and  fair  value,  and  that  mort- 
ges  on  the  land  should  not  be  taxed  in  the  hands  of  any  person 

this  state,  and  a  provision  that  the  assessment  should  be  valid 
>twithstanding  any  error  or  omission  in  naming  the  owner,  and 
le  provision  for  redemption,  evincive  of  an  intention  on  the 
irt  of  the  legislature  to  make  the  lien  of  the  tax  paramount  to 
lat  of  the  mortgage.  The  intention  of  the  legislature  in  the 
ase  in  hand,  to  put  municipal  assessments  for  benefits  on  the 
inie  footing  as  to  liens  as  taxes,  is  manifest,  and  the  necessity  of 
oing  80  as  a  matter  of  policy  is  obvious. 

The  city  is  entitled  to  priority  for  the  taxes  and  assessment. 


Ransom  Bentley 

V. 

Ferdinand  Heintze  et  al. 


A  jodgmeDt  creditor  may  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale  of  mortgaged  premises 
^nen  the  mortgage  was  fraudulently  given  by  the  judgment  debtor  to  protect 
hi8  property,  for  an  amount  greater  than  he  owed,  and  the  creditor  was  deterred 
from  bidding  at  the  sale,  which  was  under  prior  judgments,  by  the  fact  that  the 
*nK)unt  of  the  fraudulent  mortgage,  with  those  judgments,  amounted  to  more 
*^  the  value  of  the  premises. 


Creditor's  bill.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs, 
-"fr-  C  H.  Haiishome,  for  complainant. 

Jfr.  G  L,  Corbin,  for  Mr.  Wanner. 

-*"■•  E,  D.  DeacoHy  for  Heintze. 

*^  Chancellor. 

ine  bill  is  filed  by  Ransom  Bentley,  a  ludgment  creditor  of 
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the  defendant  John  J.  Wanner,  to  reach,  for  the  satisfaction 
his  judgment,  certain  land  in  Jersey  City,  which,  on  the  li 
ef  January,  1877,  was  owned  by  Wanner,  and  was  then  sold 
the  sheriff  of  Hudson  county  under  two  executions  against  go< 
and  lands.  One  of  the  executions  was  issued  on  a  judgment 
the  supreme  court  recovered  July  8th,  1876,  by  Aaron  Hin 
and  others  against  Wanner,  for  $316.29;  the  other,  on  a  ja< 
ment  recovered  in  the  Hudson  circuit  court,  September  12 
1876,  by  Nicholas  B.  Gushing  against  W^anner,  for  $448.- 
The  complainant's  judgment  was  recovered  against  Wanner 
the  supreme  court,  September  9th,  1876,  for  $6,000  (penalt 
real  debt,  $3,187.25).  A  writ  of  fieri  facias  de  bonis  d  ter 
was  issued  thereon  on  the  14th  of  that  month,  and  levi' 
on  the  property  the  next  day.  The  levies  under  both  the  oth" 
judgments  were  prior  to  that  of  the  complainant.  When  tl 
sale  was  made  there  was  on  the  property  a  mortgage  given  b 
Wanner  and  his  wife  to  the  defendant  Heintze,  August  18tl 
1876,  and  recorded  on  tl\e  21st  of  that  month,  purportin 
to  have  been  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  $7,000  in  fiv 
years,  with  interest  half-yearly.  Tiie  property  was  struck  ol 
and  sold  at  the  sheriff ^s  sale  to  Solomon  Childs,  one  of  the  plaii 
tifls  in  the  Hirsch  judgment,  for  $550,  and  he,  pursuant  to  s? 
understanding  had  at  the  sale  between  him  and  Heintze,  traD 
ferred  his  bid  to  the  latter,  who  paid  the  money  and  took  tl 
sheriff's  deed  for  the  property  to  himself  accordingly.  Aft 
payment  of  the  Hirsch  judgment,  there  was  left  a  balance  ^ 
$174.23,  which  Heintze  obtained  on  account  of  his  mortgag 
on  application  to  the  supreme  court;  his  mortgage  being  sub^ 
quent  in  date  to  the  Hirsch  judgment,  but  prior  in  date  a> 
registry  to  the  other  judgments. 

The  complainant  did  not,  in  person  or  by  attorney,  attend  tl 
sale.  His  attorney  testifies  that  he  intended  to  attend  and  b 
upon  the  property  for  the  complainant,  but  abandoned  the  intei 
tion  on  learning,  from  a  search  of  the  records,  of  the  exi8teD<^ 
of  Heintze's  mortgage,  the  amount  of  which,  and  the  Hirst'i 
and  Gushing  judgments,  was  more  than  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty.    Heintze  subsequently,  by  deed  of  August  23d,  1879,  con- 
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eyed  the  property  to  Waniier's  wife,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
ixes  assessed  after  the  year  1876,  and  water  rents  which  became 
lae  before  1875. 

The  consideration  of  that  deed  was  $4,000,  no  part  of  which 
was  paid,  but  it  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  from  Mrs.  Wanner 
and  her  husband  to  Heinize  on  the  property  for  that  sum,  pay- 
able in  three  years,  with  interest.  At  the  time  of  the  delivery 
of  these  papers,  a  lease  of  the  property  was  given  to  Heintze  for 
three  years,  at  a  rent  of  $800  a  year,  payable  monthly  in  advance. 
The  consideration  of  the  deed  was  made  up  of  the  money  which 
^^as  due  to  Heintze  from  Wanner  when  the  first-mentioned  mort- 
gage was  made,  and  the  payment  of  which  that  mortgage  was 
given  to  secure ;  the  money  paid  for  the  property  at  the  sheriflT's 
sale,  taxes  and  insurance  premium  paid  on  the  property  by 
Heintze;  money  paid  by  Heintze  for,  or  on  account  of,  repairs 
to  the  premises,  and  the  amount  of  a  judgment  recovered  against 
Wanner,  in  the  Hudson  circuit  court,  by  William  M.  Fleiss  and 
Benjamin  W.  Allen,  May  26th,  1877,  for  $797.09  (subsequent 
to  the  before-mentioned  judgment,  all  of  which  were  recovered 

• 

*n  1876),  which  Heintze  had  purchased  (at  fifty  cents  on  the 
collar)  at  Wanner's  request,  and  of  which  he  held  an  assignment, 
^od  interest  on  all  those  moneys,  besides  expenses  of  searches, 
conveyancing,  &c.  When  the  mortgage  cf  $7,000  was  given, 
^ere  was  due  to  Heintze  from  Wanner  only  the  sum  of  $502.21, 
iw  80  much  money  paid  by  Heintze,  March  25th,  1876,  to  take 
^P  a  note  given  by  Wanner  to  David  Ettling,  and  endorsed  by 
**eintze,  and  protested  for  non-payment,  and  $750  lent  by 
Heintze  to  Wanner,  August  1st,  1876,  together  about  $1,250, 
"^ides  some  interest  thereon.  How  it  came  that  a  mortgage  for 
t'jOOO  was  given,  Heintze  explains  as  follows  :  He  says  that  a 
short  time  before  the  mortgage  was  given.  Wanner  applied  to 
"^m  to  lend  him  more  money,  and  he  refused  to  do  so  until  after 
"^  should  have  been  secured  for  the  money  he  had  already  lent 
^^^  (he  says  Wanner  was  then  getting  worse  financially  every 
y^r),  and  Wanner  told  him  he  would  secure  him  by  giving  him 
*  Diortgage  on  the  house  for  $7,000,  and  asked  him  if  that  would 
^tisfy  him,  and  Heintze  replied  that  it  would.     Wanner  subse- 
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quently  got  the  mortgage  drawn,  and  he  and  his  wife  ex« 
it,  and  Wanner  brought  and  delivered  it  to  Heintze.  Wj 
according  to  Heintze,  gave  him  a  chattel  mortgage  also  f 
Hame  debt,  at  or  about  the  same  time,  but,  according  to  Wj 
the  chattel  mortgage  was  given  previously,  to  secure  the  Ic 
§750.  It  appears  to  have  been  a  subsisting  and  valid  se 
for  tlie  money.  When  the  real  estate, mortgage  was  given, 
understood  between  them  that  Heintze  was  not  to  rene' 
chattel  mortgage  at  the  end  of  the  year.  They  say  it  was  m 
stood  that  on  the  credit  of  the  mortgage  of  the  house  and 
Heintze  was  to  lend  Wanner  the  money  to  pay  debts  (son 
which  were  pressing)  for  re[)airs  which  had  been  done  t 
house  (Heintze  occupied  it  for  a  restaurant  and  saloon,  as  t 
of  Wanner)  and  taxes  on  the  property,  and  to  secure  to  H< 
payment  for  repairs  which  he  might  make  (and  which  W 
expected  him  to  make),  and  advances  of  money  to  Wanner 
time  to  time.  He  seems,  however,  to  liave  advanced  very 
if  any,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  sale,  had  adv 
none.  The  property  was  sold  the  following  January.  H 
t>tates  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  fact  that  it  was  advertii 
be  sold  until  the  day  of  the  last  adjournment,  when,  he  sa; 
was  informed  by  the  sheriff  that  the  sale  had  been  adjourm 
a  week.  He  attended  the  sale.  Wanner  and  his  counsel 
there,  and  so  was  Mr.  Childs,  the  judgment  creditor  before 
tioned.  Before  the  property  was  put  up  for  sale,  Heintze  a 
with  Wanner's  counsel  (to  use  Heintze's  own  language),  tl 
would  buy  the  property  himself  at  the  sale,  or  get  it  of  wh 
ever  should  buy  it,  and  sell  it  to  W^anner's  wife.  HeintJ 
$500,  and  Mr.  Childs  §550,  and  the  property  was  knocked 
to  the  latter.  There  was  an  understanding,  however,  be 
Childs  (who  Heintze  says  was  a  friend  of  his)  and  Heintz 
the  latter  was  to  have  it,  and  therefore  Heintze  did  not  bid 
Childs's  bid  of  §550. 

All  the  testimony  on  the  subject  tends  directly  to  the  c( 
sion  that  the  property  was  bought  in  by  Heintze  for  Wf 
Heintze  says  that  Wanner  wanted  him  to  buy  the  propertj 
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suggested  to  him  that  he  should  buy  it  and  sell  it  to  Wanner's 
wife,  because  he,  Wanner,  could  not  hold  it  himself. 

-A.S  before  stated,  the  supreme  court,  on  application  of  Heintze, 
ordered  that  the  surplus  money,  after  paying  the  Hirsch  judg- 
ment, should  be  paid  over  to  Heintze  on  his  mortgage.     He  did 
i^ot,  in  fact,  receive  it,  but  it  was  paid  over  to  Wanner  by  Heintze's 
<lirection.     Mr.  Collins,  who  was  acting  for  Wanner,  and  also  for 
Heintze,  in  obtaining  the  surplus  money,  says,  on  that  subject, 
that   he  understood  that  Wanner  was  in   want  of  money,  and 
begged  Heintze  to  let  him  have  it,  and  Heintze  did  so.     Not- 
withstanding their  denial,  the  evidence  leads  to  the  conviction 
that   the  $7,000  mortgage  was  intended  by  both  Heintze  and 
Wanner  to  cover  up  the  property  from  the  creditor  of  the  latter. 
Heintze  says  he  knew  that  Wanner  was  laboring  under  pecuniary 
embarrassment;  and  he  also  says  that  he  was  a  friend  of  his,  and 
he  wanted  to  see  him  get  along.     For  the  $750  Heintze  had,  as 
before  mentioned,  security  in  a  chattel   mortgage,  and  it  is  not 
pretended  that  it  was  not  adequate.     Heintze's  statement  as  to 
**ow  it  happened  that  the  $7,000  mortgage  was  made  for  so  much, 
when  the  actual  debt  was  only  about  $1,300,  has  already  been 
pven.    Warmer's  is  as  follows :  To  the  question, 

If  you  gave  him  a  chattel  mortgage  on  your  goods  for  $750,  why  did  you 
"wslnde  that  $750  in  your  $7,000  morigage  ?  " 


he 


answers: 


That  is  right,  that  is  inchided  in  t!ie  $7,000  mortgage;  T  gave  him  the 
*'»000  mortgage ;  he  would  not  lend  me  any  more  money,  and  then  I  gave  him 
^^®  *7,000  mortgage  to  make  all  his  claim  good,  and  if  I  got  in  want  or  trouble, 
*  Would  help  me  with  more  money ;  on  that  ground  I  gave  it  to  him ;  he 
J^88  the  only  friend  to  help  me  when  1  was  moneyless,  and  that  is  the  re^ison 
^Pive  him  that  mortgage,  to  secure  him  and  to  make  sure  that  he  would  get 
monev  bac^k." 


*V  hen  asked  how  he  came  to  give  Heintze  a  mortgage  for  so 
'^^cli,  he  answers  that  Heintze  desired  to  have  the  mortgage  for 
a  larger  sum  than  he  owed  him,  so  as  to  make  him  secure.  In 
^^^  beginning  of  August,  1876,  the  firm  of  William  M.  Fleiss 
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&  Co.,  of  New  York,  sold   goods   to  Wanner   on   credit, 
obtain  the  credit,  Wanner  stated  to  Mr.  Fleiss,  in  sabstanceyth 
he  owned  real  estate  in  Hudson  county  of  the  value  of  abo 
$50,000,  and  alleged  that  it  was'unencumbered.    Aboutamoi 
afterwards,  Mr.  Fleiss  having  learned  that  he  had  given  the  t^^  ,^ 
mortgages,  the  chattel  mortgage  and  the  $7,000  mortgage  (1 
Fleiss  then  understood  that  the  latter  was  for  only  $1,700), 
for  him  and  asked  an  eixplanation.     Wanner  then  told  him  tl^Ha 
his  object  in  giving  the  mortgiiges  was  to  protect  himself  agaS  jjsf 
some  suits  which  had  been  (or  might  be)  brought  against  hiir^  as 
endorser,  in  case  judgment  should  be  recovered  against  him;  wtad 
he  gave  as  his  excuse  for  his  action   that  he  did  not  feel  bovind 
to  pay  the  money  for  the  recHjvery  whereof  the  suits  were  brought. 
Mr.  Fleiss  having  ascertained  from  the  record  that  the  real  estate 
mortgage  was  for  $7,000,  instead  of  $1,700,  spoke  to  Heintze  on 
the  subject,  and  asked  him  about  the  mortgage;    but  Heintze 
would  say  nothing  more  than  he  had  given  value  for  it.    Again ^ 
at  the  sheriff's  sale,  nothing  whatever  was  said  in  regard  toth^ 
mortgnge;  no  mention  \vas  made  of  it  nor  any  reference  to  i*^* 
Indeed,  it  ap|>ears  that  Mr.  Collins,  Wanner's  counsel,  did  b*^^ 
know  of  its  existence  until  his  firm  was  employeil  by  Heintze  '^^ 
obtain  the  surplus  money.     Heintze  admits  that  he  has  paid  reX^ 
ever  since  the  sheriff's  sale.     It  ap|)ears  that  he  has  paid  it   '^ 
Wanner.     It  is  receipted  for  by  Wanner  in  his  own  name  alo^ 
up  to  September,  1879  (the  bill  was  filed  in  January  following 
and  since  that  he  appears  to  have  receipted  for  it  in  the  nam.  * 
of  both  his  wnfe  and  himself. 

It  a[)pears  by  the  evidence  that  the  size  and  character  of  tl 
mortgjigo,  the  fact  that  it  was  a  mortgage  purporting  to  secu 
not  past  debts  an  1  future  advances,  but  a  debt  of  $7,000  a 
interest,  prevented  the  complainant's  attorney  from  bidding 
the  property  for  his  client,  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  by  inducing  1 
to  believe  that  it  was  useless  to  attend  the  sale  at  all.     After 
Hirsch  judgment,  came,  a(*cording  to  the  records,  the  mort; 
for  $7,000.     Next  came  the  Cushing  judgment,  and    then 
complainaqt's.     The  complainant's  attorney  swears  that  hi? 
reason  for  not  attending  the  side  was,  that  he  knew  the  er 
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brance  of  the  Heintze  mortgage  was  more  than  the  value  of  the 
property.     He   valued   the   premises    at   between   $6,000   and 
$7,000.     He  fiirther  says  that  had  it  not  been  for  that  mortgage, 
he  would  have  bid  enough  to  have  secured  at  least  a  part  of  his 
client's    debt.      There    were    due   on    the    Hirsch    judgment, 
$375.77;  on  the  $7,000  mortgage,  only  about  $1,300,  and  on 
the  Gushing  judgment  about  $460,  altogether  about  $2,135;  and 
these  were  all  the  encumbrances  ahead  of  the  complainant's  judg- 
nient.     The  apparent  amount,  however,  owing  to  the  delusive 
character  of  the  complainant's  mortgage,  was  about  $7,800.     It 
w  urged  that  there  was  a  cloud  upon  the  title  at  the  time,  which 
^as  subsequently  removed  ;  but  it  is  very  evident  that  it  did  not, 
ID  fSact,  affect  the  price  of  the  property  at  the  sheriff's  sale;  and, 
Nicies,  the  property,  which  brought  only  $550,  rented  tiien  for 
$800  a  year,  and    has  rented    for  tliat   sum  ever   since.     After 
Heintze  purchased  the  property,  he,  at  the  request  of  Wanner, 
"O^ght  the  Fleiss  judgment.     He  paid  for  it,  as  before  stated, 
only  fifty  cents  on  the  foliar,  but  he  insisted  on  receiving  secu- 
^^^3^    by  the  $4,000  mortgage,  for  the  whole  amount  due  on  the 
J^^^gment.     Thus,  it  may  be  remarked,  if  the  transaction  under 
^^sideration  is  allowed  to  stand,  the  Fleis^s  judgment  is  paid  by 
"  ^nner  out  of  the  property  by  means  of  the  shift  of  the  title,. 
^  ^  fee  exclusion  of  the  Gushing  judgment  and  that  of  the  com- 
plainant, both  of  which  are  older,  and  under  both  of  which  the 
P^^perty  was  levial  upon  in  1876,  while  the  Fleiss  judgment  wa» 
°^t;    recovered  until  1877,  after  the  sheriff's  sale.     The   Fleiss 
sui  t;  ^jjg  commenced  by  capuis  ad  respondendum  ordered  on  proof 
^*     fraud  in  the  contracting  of  the  debt..    It  appears  that  the 
^^^plainant's  attorney  did  not  learn  of  the  conveyance   from 
■^-^iutze  to  Wanner's  wife,  until  a  short  time  before  the  bill  was 
°^^cJ.     The  complainant  resides  in  Saratoga  county,  Xew  York. 
Ihe  sheriff's  sale  and  the  deeds  to  Heintze  and  Mrs.  Wanner, 
*^^  the  mortgage  for  $4,000,  will  all  be  set  aside.     Tiiere  will 
"^  an  account  to  ascertain  the  amount  justly  due  to  Heintze  on 
"^^  $7,000  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  sale,  with  interest 
"^^reon  since  that  time,  and  also  the  rest  of  the  amount  due 
*^^na  under  his  mortgage,  as  between  him  and  Wanner,  and  of  the 
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amount  due  on  the  Hirsch  judgment  (including  execution  fe^^>s7 
Tvith  interest  from  the  same  period.     Also  the  amount  due  on  \:he 
Gushing  judgment  and  the  complainant's  judgment,  with  intex-ess^ 
from  the  same  time.     The  property  will  be  resold,  and  out  of 
the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale,  the  costs  of  this  suit  will  first 
paid.     Heintze  will  then  be  paid  the  amount  found  due  in  tb' 
account  on  the  Hirsch  judgment,  and  the  amount  due  on  li: 
mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  sale,  with  interest  on  both    ^ 
thirdly,  the  Gushing  judgment  will  be  paid;  fourthly,  the  coop  ^ 
plainant's  judgment;    fifthly,  the  amount   which,  as   betwee^^ 
Heintze  and  Wanner,  but  not  as  between  Heintze  and  the  conk  — 
plainant  and  Gushing,  remains  due  the  former  under  the  mort> — 
gage;  and  if  there  be  any  surplus,  it  is  to  be  paid  to  Mrs.  Warn.  — 
ner. 


Frederick  Bohde  et  al.,  executors, 

V, 

Patrick  Lawless  et  al. 

It  is  no  objection  to  a  petitionees  right  to  set  aside  a  voluntary  oonyc 
of  lands,  made  to  defeat  a  personal  decree  for  deficiency  on  a  foreclosure,  tl:^^^ 
at  such  foreclosure  sale  the  mortgaged  premises  were  bought  by  the  petitioxio'' 
(the  mortgagee)  at  much  less  than  their  actual  value,  where  no  fraudulent  or* 
inequitable  conduct  on  the  petitioner's  part  is  shown. 


Creditor's  bill.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 
Mr,  J.  C,  BessoUy  for  complainants. 
Mr.  J.  Chapman y  for  Margaret  Lawless. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  defendant  Patrick  Lawless,  in  1873,  gave  his  bond  ot 
that  date,  to  Peter  Lawless,  conditioned  for  the  payment  oi 
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$5,000  in  five  years,  with  interest.  The  payment  of  it  wa& 
secured  by  a  mortgage,  on  real  estate  in  Hoboken,  given  by 
Patrick  and  his  wife  to  Peter.  In  1874,  Peter  assigned  the 
bond,  and  mortgage  to  the  complainants,  executors  of  Clans 
Dorcher,  deceased.  They  obtained  a  decree  of  this  court  for 
foreolosure  and  sale  upon  the  mortgage.  May  24th,  1879,  with  a 
personal  decree  for  deficiency  against  Patrick  Lawless.  The 
'Qor-tgaged  premises  were  sold,  under  the  execution  issued  on  the 
decree,  to  the  complainants  for  $500,  leaving  a  deficiency  of 
over  $5,000.  By  an  order  of  this  court,  a  writ  of  Jien  facias  de 
f>oi%is  et  terria  was  issued  against  Patrick  Lawless  to  the  sherift" 
^*  Hudson,  where  he  lived.  It  was  returned  nuUa  bona  a%U  tene*- 
''^^^^cz,  and  the  bill  in  this  cause  was  then  filed.  In  October, 
^®79j  Patrick  Lawless,  by  his  deed,  conveyed  to  Vincent  F. 
^  *aiiagan  certain  other  land  in  Hoboken  which  he  then  owned, 
^ocl  I'lanagan,  on  the  same  day,  conveyed  the  property  to  Pat- 
rick's  wife.  The  bill  is  filed  to  subject  that  property  to  the  pay- 
'^ent  of  the  complainant^s  debt,  the  deficiency  before  mentioned. 
^^  asks  an  answer  without  oath. 

The  answer  gives  the  following  statement  of  the  consideration 
^*  the  conveyance  to  Lawless's  wife  from  her  husband  through 
^  la.nagan : 

^hat  Patrick,  having  been  sick  for  a  number  of  years  and  unable  to  pro- 

*<*«  for  the  family,  consisting  of  himself,  his  wife  and  five  children,  his  wife 

J**   Vrorked,  and  by  means  of  her  labor  and  from  moneys  borrowed  from  her 

.   *^^dfl,  had  been  able  to  accumulate  some  moneys,  which  she  had  given  to 

**^>  and  that  this  property  was  conveyed  to  her  for  a  goo<l  consideration,  in 

Y^^*"  that  slie  might  be  secured  to  herself  and  her  friends  for  the  moneys 

^^nced,  and  that  a  home  might  be  retained  for  the  family." 

-Ctawless,  who  is  the  only  witness  sworn  on  the  subject,  says  that 

^  liad  the  deeds  for  the  proi)erty  made  to  his  wife  and  the  title 

*^^t;  in  her  name  because  he  owed  her  money  which  she  had  fur- 

^^lied  him  when  he  was  sick ;  that  he  had  been  sick  during  a 

I^^od  of  from  seven  to  nine  years,  and  during  the  time  of  his 

^^^Uness  his  wife  provided  for  him,  and  did  all  she  could  for 

^^*Ja ;  that  he  made  the  conveyance  (which  he  says  was  made  after 
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he  knew  the  foreclosure  had  been  begun)  to  compensate  his  m^  ^fe 
for  money  she  had  given  him  when  he  was  not  able  to  be  aromx^* 
that  his  wife  lent  him  money  from  time  to  time — $80  at  o«e 
time  and  $64  at  another;  that  the  latter  loan  was  made,    lie 
thinks,  in  1879 ;  that  she  got  the  money  by  earning  it;  thatsiie 
used  to  take  care  of  her  brothel's  property,  and  he  paid  her  for 
it;  that  he  has  no  raemomnda  of  the  moneys  furnished  him  fyj 
her,  nor  did  he  ever  give  her  any  note ;  that  he  asked  her  fo^ 
the  money  when  he  was  "short,'*  and  she  let  him  have  it;  aO« 
that  the  $64  above  mentioned  were  the  last  he  got  from  her.     J^ 
is  quite  clear  that  the  conveyances  should  be  set  aside  as  agaia^^ 
the  complainants'  debt.     See  Post  v.  Stigery  2  Stew,  Eq,  5J^  / 
Clark  v.  Rosenkrans,  4.  Stew,  Eq,  665,     They  were  evidently 
voluntary,  and  are  therefore  not  valid  as  against  the  debt  whic5^ 
then  existed.     The  bill  avers  that  the  property  was  worth  abo'ii^ 
$2,000.     The  answer  is  silent  on  that  point,  and  there  is  »<> 
evidence  on  the  subject. 

On  the  hearing  it  was  insisted  that  the  fact  that  the  complain- 
ants were  the  purchasers  of  the  mortgaged  premises  at  the  sale 
under  the  foreclosure,  for  $500,  while  the  property  was  and    is 
worth  a  large  sum    beyond    that   amount  (perhai)8  enough   to 
cover  the  entire  amount  of  the  deficiency),  is  of  itself  enough  to 
induce  this  court  to  refuse  to  aid  the  complainants  in  enforcing^ 
payment  of  the  deficiency.     But  it  is  quite  evident  that  that 
consideration  cannot  avail   tlie  defendants.      The  complainants 
are  before  the  court  seeking  payment  of  a  lawful  demand,  and 
they  have  been  guilty  of  no  fraudulent  or  inequitable  conduct  to 
debar  them  from  the  aid  of  equity.     There  will  be  a  decree  for 
the  complainants 


©TEW.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  416 


Lydecker  v.  Palisade  Land  Co. 


Maria  D.  Lydecker 

V, 

The  Palisade  Land  Company  et  al. 

le  provision  of  the  act  of  1879  (P.  L.  of  1S79  p.  340)  that  taxes  thereafter 
should  be  a  lien  on  the  premises  paramount  to  any  alienation  &c., 
^l^^ijeof,  makes  such  lien  prior  to  that  of  a  mortgage  on  the  lands  given  before 
^S'7'9,  and  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature. 


nil  to  foreclose.     On  final  hearing. 

Mr,  R,  P,  Wortendyke,  for  complainant. 

Mr.  jP.  W.  Stagg,  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of  Pali- 
sades. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  reform  and  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  land 
'^^  the  township  of  Palisades,  in  Bergen  county.  The  mortgage 
^as  given  in  1872,  by  Jacob  S.  Wetmorc  to  the  executors  of 
^'^iuel  R.  Deraarest,  deceased,  by  whom  it  was  assigned  to  the 
^^plainant.  There  are  no  words  of  inheritance  in  it,  but  the 
^®tate  granted  is  to  the  executoi's,  "  their  survivors  or  survivor, 
^^  their  or  his  successors  and  assigns,  to  them  and  their  own 
^^^per  use,  benefit  and  behoof  forever.''  The  mortgage  was 
&ivexi  to  secure  part  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  mortgaged 
P^^tnises  on  the  conveyance  thereof  by  the  executors  to  the  mort- 
^Sor,  by  deed  of  even  date  with  the  mortgage.  It  expressly 
^^Veys  the  property  with  all  and  singular  the  tenements, 
^^*^itaments  and  appurtenances,  and  the  reversions  and  remain- 
^^i^,  rents,  issues  and  profits,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  in- 
^^^t,  property,  possession,  claim  and  demand  whatsoever,  as 
^^U  in  law  as  in  equity,  of,  in  and  to  the  property.     The  inten- 
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tion  to  convey  a  fee  is  evident,  and  the  mortgage  will  l)e 
formed  accordingly. 

The  property  is  subject  to  the  taxes  for  1879  and  1880.    T*  J^e 
complainant  in>isis  that  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  t:  *^ 
act  entitled  "A  further  act  concerning  taxes,  making  tlie  sam^      ^ 
first  lien  on  rc-al  estate,  and  to  authorize  sales  for  the  paym^^^^ 
of  the  same,"  passed  in  1879  (P.  L,  of  1879  p.  340\  her  mor-*- 
gage  is  paramount  to  the  lien  of  those  taxes.     That  act  provi<S  ^* 
that  any  and  all  taxes  which  shall  or  may  thereafter  be  la?^^ 
assessed  or  im})Osed,  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  this  state,  agairs^ 
any  person  or  persons  or  corporations,  for  or  on  account  of  aiay 
lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  or  real  estate,  situat^,  lying  a«i<l 
being  in  this  state,  together  with  lawful  interest  thereon  accruingt 
and  all  costs,  fees,  charges  and  expenses  in  relation  to  the  levy, 
assessment  and  collection  of  said  taxes,  shall  be,  become  and 
remain,  from  and  after  the  date  of  such  levy  and  assessment,  a 
full  and  complete  first  and  paramount  lien  on  all  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, hereditaments  or  real  estate,  on  account  of  which  such 
levy  and  assessment  shall  be  made,  for  the  space  of  two  year?* 
from  the  time  when  such  taxes  so  assessed  were  payable,  and 
that  any  and  all  estates  therein,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  aod 
any  and  all  mortgages,  alienations,  devises,  descents,  liens  and 
encumbrances  of  every  kind  and  nature,  of,  in,  upon  or  against 
such  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  or  real  estate,  shall  be  ii* 
every  respect  subject  and  subservient  to  the  lien  of  the  aforesai« 
taxes,  interest,  costs,  fees,  charges  and  expenses.     The  language 
of  the  act  is  too  plain  to  admit  of  any  question  as  to  the  intention 
of  the  legislature.     But  the  complainant  insists  that  the  act  ifii«^ 
contravention  of  her  constitutional  right;    that  it  impairs  tb^ 
obligation  of  her  mortgage  by  giving  taxes  priority  of  lien  over 
it,  such  lien  not  having  existed  when  her  mortgage  was  giveu- 
Bnt  it  Is  establish(.>d  that  the  legislature  has  power,  by  virtue  a* 
its  sovereignty,  to  make  taxes  a  lien  upon  the  estate  of  all  partis 
interested  in  the  land,  and  to  make  the  tax  title  paramount  toftH 
other  and  prior  claims  and  encumbrances.     Trustees  of  Pvkl^^ 
Schools  V.  City  of  Trenton,  3  Stew.  Eq.  667 ;  (My  of  Paterm  v. 
O'NeUl,  6  Stew,  Eq,  386.     There  will  be  a  decree  in  accordaaoe 
ith  these  views. 


♦^ 
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Benjamin  Atha  et  al. 

V. 

Claude  B.  Jewell  et  al. 

iplainants  bought  lands  adjoining  their  factories  in  1879.  The  title  to 
erest  therein  (supposed  to  be  one-sixth)  was  in  some  doubt,  but  no 
mt  therefor  had  af)peared  since  1846,  and  tiiey  were  assured  that  their 
)  the  whole  vas  good.  In  order  to  fortify  their  title,  they  took  a  transfer 
eclaration  of  sale  of  the  premises  for  taxes,  made  in  1869.  Afterwards 
ontracted  for  the  erection  of  buildings  and  machinery  on  the  lands,  to 
d  in  connection  with  their  other  works,  and  erected  the  buildings  thereon 
ingly.  On  a  bill  quia  timet,  filed  by  them  to  quiet  tlieir  title  to  the 
•mentioned  interest,  certain  claimants  appeared,  and  tlie  proceedings  in 
iiit  were  dismisseil  as  to  tliem.  On  a  bill  for  partition — field,  that  the 
istances  of  the  case  were  not  such  as  to  deprive  complainants  of  the  right 
itable  partition  between  them  and  the  owners  of  the  interest. 


II  for  partition.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 
•.  D,  A.  Ryeraon,  for  complainants. 
\  A.  Q,  Keasbey,  for  defendants. 


.'E. — Where  improvements  have  been  made  by  a  tenant  in  common,  in 
kith,  he  is  entitled,  on  a  partition  of  the  land,  to  have  the  part  so  im- 
i  alloted  to  him,  or,  if  such  allotment  be  injurious  to  his  cotenant,  then 
;ive  compensation  therefor.  Freeman  (ffi  Part,  ^§  509-511,  Also,  Beed 
d,68  Me.  568;  Pope  v.  Whitehead,  OS  N.  C.  I'Jl ;  CoUett  v.  Henderson, 
a  S37;  Sanders  v.  Robertson,  67  Ala.  405;  Spitts  v.  Wells,  IS  Mo.  4^3; 
v.  Leake,  S5  Mi»s.  199;  Paddock  v.  Shields,  57  Miss.  340;  Bobeits  v. 
Uh,  79  lU.  246;  Allen  v.  HaU,  50  Me.  253;  Beeves  v.  Beeves,  II  Heisk, 

Fair  v.  Fair,  121  M<iss.  559 ;  Garland  v.  Jones,  2  Jones  Eq.  506  ;  Withers 
mpson,  4  Mon.  323. 

nile  seems  well  settled  that  one  tenant  cannot  charge  his  cotenant  with 
irt  of  the  costs  of  improvements  put  on  their  lands,  without  the  hitter's 
It.  Chambers  v.  Jones,  72  111.  275  ;  Austin  v.  Barrett,  44  /«'«*  4SS  ;  0'€.*t 
k,  3  Waits  23S ;  Carland  v.  Jones,  2  Jones  Eq.  506  ;  Freeman  on  Pari.  ?5 
Thwrslon  v.  Dickinson,  2  Bich.  Eq.  317  ;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  23  La.  Ann, 
See  MeAdam  v.  Orr,  4  Watts  &  Serg.  550  ;  Drennen  v.  Walker,  21  Ark 
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The  Chancellor. 

This  is  a  suit  for  partition.  The  land  of  which  partition 
sought  is  a  lot  of  about  one  and  fifty-eight  hundredths  ac 
lying  on  the  southerly  side  of  the  Passaic  river,  in  the  (rrr 
of  Newark.  It  was  formerly  the  easterly  part  of  a  tract  of  ^ 
meadow  of  about  six  acres.  The  complainants,  Messre.  A.  ^ 
and  Illingworth,  claim  to  be  the  owners  of  five-sixths  of  i 
property.  They  bought  it  in  1879  of  David  S.  Brown  si 
wife.  Their  deed  is  dated  July  19th  in  that  year.  At  t 
same  time  they  bought  from  the  Siime  parties  the  lot  of  abo 
one  and  thirty-two  hundredths  acres  adjoining  it  on  the  wester 
side.  When  they  purchased  thase  two  lots  they  were  the  owj 
ers  of  the  land  adjoining  the  latter  lot  on  the  westerly  side,  an 
were  in  the  occupation  of  it,  carrying  on  there  a  very  extensi'V 
business  in  the  manufacture  of  cast  steel,  &c.,  and  they  pu  ■ 
chased  the  two  lots  in  order  to  extend  their  works.  Soon  aft^ 
buying  them  they  took  posse&^ion,  and  immediately  began  fillii^ 
in  the  low  places  on  them  and  erected  a  high  fence,  at  a  cr» 
of  about  §500,  along  the  northeasterly  and  southeasttTly  sides  ^ 
the  lot  of  which  partition  is  sought.  On  the  two  lots  th^ 
erected  a  large  frame  furnace  building  about  one  hundred  ac: 
nine  feet  by  eighty-five  feet,  about  two-thirds  of  which  »► 
on  the  lot  in  suit.  They  also  erected  another  small  buildir* 
a  gas-house,  on  the  lot.  The  permanent  improvements  j^ 
by  them  on  the  two  lots  cost  them  upwards  of  $30,00 
and    were    necessary    facilities    for    the   conduct  of  their  bi»  = 


Or,  for   repairs    ox}>eiulcd   on    the    ]iremises    without  notice    or    reqi»^ 
Docine:  v.   Ihulf/tr,   J -'  Mii.hu.   Ofl ;  Mmnjord  v.   Jirown,   0   Cow.  4^-'> ;  Stevcn^^ 
TfimnpHon,  H  S.U.  l"'i  ;   Titt/lnr  wBnlduin,  lO  Barb.  .'>SJ,  OJO ;  DcfK*  Apf>^ 
o7  Vn.  St.  .'f^ii  ;  C'thrrl  \ .  Aldrirk,  '.K^  J/d/w.   t'.f ;    Youikj  v.  Gammelj  4  Gi'^^ 
i/oMvj.i  '^^7  ;  Ordid'jt.'  V.  Ilnfjar,  .y->  Vt.  !*. 

--1///*'/",  aftor  swell  notice  ami    recinesl.     LouvnUf  \.  Mfnard,  6  111.  SO;  Gr^'^ 
tuii'  V.  Die^laicliK,  'fl  HI.   /aV/  Andermn  v.   GrcMe,  1  Amhrn.  136 ;  Deninitn 
Princi,  4'f  Barh.  JLl ;   Grajuii.-i  v.  Cook,  d  N.  F.  Sap.  Ct,  2'JO ;  Sears  v.  3/*'" 
f!un,;JJ  hmu  JSO  ;  Heed  v.  JoncA,  S  Wis.  4^'l ;  McDatrman  v.  McClure^  Jl  -^''' 
^.'>!f;   Graham  v.  Pitrce,  W  Gratt.  i'S  ;  Clark  v.  Plummer,  31  Wis.  44^*. 

The  costs  of  sneh  repairs,  snnble,  are  a  personal  charge  on  the  coten*"^ 
Iliistou  V.  Sprintjrr,  J^R'tirle  !*!"  ;  see  Ilarman  v.  OsbornCy  4  Paige  S36,  An^  '' 
he  refuse  to  contribute,  he  cannot  niainUiin  an  action  for  damages  agaiobt^ 
cotenants  Ijecause  they  did  not  repair.    Stallings  v.  Corbett^  2  Spear  613, 
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There   is   a   large   amount  of  machinery   in  the  build- 
It   appears    that    when   they    bought   the   lot   in   suit 
ley   were  aware  of  the  fact  that  there  might  be  a  question  as  to 
»eir  title,  so  far  as  regarded  an  undivided  sixth  of  the  land. 
lie   property  had  l)een  conveyed  by  Ellison  Conger  as  his  own 
1846,  and  again  subsequently,  after  he  had  regained  the  title, 
^  1861 ;  but  it  was  suppose<l  that  his  title  might  not  have  been 
erfect,   but   there  had    been    many  years   (more  than    thirty) 
f*    non-claim  ^by  any  one  interested  adversely  to  him  and  those 
''l^o      held    under    him,   and    during    all    that    time    no   one 
'^^?ept    him    and   those    claiming   under   him,  had   given  any 
attention   whatever   to   the   property.      It   had    been   sold   as 
^"S    ago  as   1869,   for   unpaid    taxes  of  1868,   and    the  city 
*ad     bought  it  in  and  had  taken  a  declaration  of  sale,  which 
^J^s    transferred  to  the  complainants  as  a  fortification  of  their 
tUle.     Their  title,  if  Ellison  Conger,  indeed,  was  not  the  owner 
^^  tlie  whole  property,  was  supposed  to  have  been  made  good 
"^ough  limitation  as  to  the  undivided  interest  before  referred 
^-      They  l>elieved  it  was  good  and  that  they  might  safely  pro- 
^^  to  put  |)ermanent  and  costly  improvements  on  the  property, 
"^d  they  did  so  aci»ordingly.     They  had  been  told  of  the  |)ossible 
-lect  in  the  title,  but  ri?lie<l  on  their  possession  and  the  title  ob- 
*'^ed  from    their   grantors.     They  appear,  according   to    Mr. 
"a's  testimonv,  to  have  been  advised  that  iis  far  as  their  busi- 


he  representatives  of  a  tenant  for  life  cannot  claim  from  the  rem.'iindemien 
Value  of  improvemi  nt.s  erected  by  such  tenant.  Scott  v.  Onmisey,  4'^  X. 
'^^j;  Cannon  v.  Hare,  /  Teun.  Ch.  .JJ;  see  Jinnd  v.  /////,  J7  TfX.  6',v; ; 
'  V.  Way,  4'  Conn,  -'tj ;  Pip^r  v.  Farr,  4"  Vt.  7/1  ;  Bmyks  v.  Wndddl,  11 
0.  S>. 

heiher  the  benefit  of  improvemcnis  put  upon  the  premises  by  one  tenant, 

Ing  a  partition,  ran  bi^  claimed.     I\ii-:\nnA  v.  Coplauft,  ./^'  .!/>.  .'J7  ;  WcM- 

V.  Il'iff,   ?  Sdti'if.   Ch.  [fS;  Anmh,  V.  fk  Sftu.<<ure,    IJ  S.   C.   {N.  S.)  .^^VV; 

V.  Vlnpp,  J  Jones  E(i.  H-i ;    Tuylnr  v.  FoMcr,  /J  Ohio  St.  -/oj. 

?r  partition,  ihe  liability  tt)r  imjirovemcnts  erected  before,  ceiLses.     Crafts 

'U,  U  Gray  .HH);  JJnyt  V.  KiinbaV,4U  N.  If.  JJJ;   Urirr  v.  Fletcher,  1 

17 ;  Ihnnhly  v.  Kni'/hf,  1"  Vt.  IS.',, 

improvements  are  estimated,  not  at  their  cost,  but  at  the  value  which 
ve  irapartcii  to  the  premises.     Moore  v.  Wiitiainson,  10  Rich.  Eq.  323  ; 
Whitehead,  CS  y.  C,  J'jJ,     And  the  allowance,  aanbUj  ought  to  b6 
y  cross-bill.     Mahoney  v.  Mahoney,  65  111.  4OG. — Rep. 
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ness  purposes  (meaning  the  use  of  the  property)  were  conoerned  ? 
the  title  which  they  had  would  be  just  as  good  for  them  as  E  ^ 
their  title  of  record  were  perfect,  but  if  they  should  want  to  sel  ^ 
or  mortgage  the  j)roperty  the  defect  miglit  affect  the  valuatiocm  • 
After  purchasiiig  thp  property,  they,  by  advice  of  counsel,  tooE*^ 
proceedings  under   the   act   to   "compel  the   determination  (^^ 
claims  to  real  estate  in  certain  cases  and  quiet  the  title  to  tlB.^ 
same."     The  result  was  the  appearance  of  claimants  to  the  ioa- 
terest,  but  the  bill  was  dismissed  as  to  them,  and  this  suit  war^ 
then  begun.     At  the  time  whtn  the  complainants  obtained  icm- 
formalrion  that  the  claimants  insisted  upon  the  validity  of  their 
title  to  an  interest  in  the  property,  the  buildings  had  not  been 
built  on  the   property,  but  they  had   been  contracted  for,  and 
foundations  for  tliem  and  for  tlie  machinery  to  be  put  into  then* 
had  either  been  laid  or  preparation  by  driving  piles  had  bee» 
made   therefor,    and    the    machinery    had    been   ordered.     Mr^ 
Atha  testifies  that  at  that  time  they  had  been  involved  in  an  ex- 
pense in  the  improvements  of  over  $25,000,  and  if  they  had  the» 
stoppeil  them  they  would   have  been  liable  on  the  contracts,  oa 
which  they  had  actually  paid  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  and 
that  work  to  the  amount  of  $10,000  or  $15,000  had  been  done^ 
An<l   he  further  says  that  they  could  not  have  stopped  then^ 
without  very  great  sacrifice. 

The  main  question  presented  is,  whether  the  complainants  arCr 
in  equity,  entitled  to  consideration  with  respect  to  those  iraj)rove- 
ments.  The  defendants  insist  that  they  are  not,  but  that  imrti- 
tion  should  be  made  of  the  property  as  it  was  when  the  bill  was 
filed,  making  no  allowance  to  the  complainants  for  the  improve- 
ments. On  the  one  hand,  the  complainants  insist  that  there 
remains  of  the  lot  a  piece  of  twenty  feet  front  on  the  river,  run- 
ning through  to  the  rear,  not  0(!cupied  by  their  buildings,  which 
is  enough  to  answer  all  equitable  claim  of  the  defendants  in  tb^ 
partition ;  that  that  piece,  or  part  of  it,  as  justice  may  require^ 
may  be  assigned  in  severalty  to  the  defendants,  or  if  the  whoi^ 
of  it  should  not  be  enough  for  that  purpose,  owelty  may  be 
awarded.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defendants  urge  that  the  com- 
plainants have  forfeited  all  claim  to  equitable  consideration,  be- 


«    SStew.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  421 


Atha  V.  Jewell. 


of  their  attempts,  which  the  defendants  impute  to  them,  to 
defeat  by  bill  to  quiet  title  what  is  now  concealed  to  be  the 
jast  claim  of  the  defendants  to  a  share  of  the  property,  and  also 
because  their  improvements  were  made  after  they  had  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  such  claim,  and  knew  that  its  validity  and 
justice  would  be  insisted  on.     Under  the  circumstances  disclosed 
by  the  evidence,  the  fact  that  the  complainants  filed  the  bill  to 
quiet  the  title  cannot  disentitle  them  to  the  consideration  and 
protection  of  equity  in  the  premises.     As  before  slated,  for  more 
than  thirty  years  there  had  l)een  neither  claim  made  nor  atten- 
tion   given  to  the  property,  either  by  the  defendants  or  any  one 
binder  whom  they  claim.     Whether  there  was  in  fact  any  valid 
outstanding  daim  of  title  to  the  property,  was  believed  to  be 
<iuite  doubtful,  and  if  any  such  there  were,  there  was  doubt  as  to 
*he  amount  of  the  interest  and  who  owned  it.     The  case  was  one 
^f  the  kind  for  which  the  statute  was  designed,  and  there  is  no 
'^^na  for  the  imputation  of  fraudulent  design  in  the  filing  of 
*hat    bill.     When  the  complainants  received  information    that 
"lere  was  a  claim  which  it  was  insisted  could  be  established,  to 
*'^  interest  in  the  property,  they  had  proceeded  to  a  considerable 
^^tanoe   in    their   improvements,  which  had  been   undertaken 
^hile  as  yet  they  presumed   that  their  title  was  good  to  the 
^'hole  of  the  property.     Nor  is  there,  in  their  proceeding  to  make 
^ueir  contemplated  improvements,  then  already  in  fact  not  only 
*^*^tracted  for,   l)ut  begun — improvements   very   necessary   for 
^beir  business — ^any  ground  for  attributing  to  them  the  inequit- 
^ole  design  of  rendering  the  defendants'  interest  less  valuable  or 
'^ore  easy  of  acquisition  by  themselves,  by  reason  of  their  having 
^^^pied  the  greater  part  of  the  property  with  their  improve- 
*^^^ts.     It  is  an  established  principle  that  a  court  of  equity,  in 
^'^reeing  partition,  does  not  act  ministerially  and  in  obedience 
^  the  call  of  those  who  imve  a  right  to  the  partition,  but  founds 
^^If  on  its  general  jurisdiction  as  a  court  of  equity,  and  admin- 
isters its  relief  ex  cequo  et  bono,  according  to  its  own  notions  of 
S^neral    justice    and    equity    between    the    parties.       It   will, 
^erefure,  by  its  decree  adjust  the  equitable  rights  of  all  the  par- 
^^^  interested  in  the  estate,  and  see  to  it  that  partition  is  made 


^- 
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accordingly.     And  in  making  these  adjustments,  it  will  not  ooi 
fine  itself  to  the  mere  legal  rights  of  the  original  tenants  r  ^ 

common,  but  will  have  regard  to  the  legal  and  equitable  *''fT^^^— ^^ /, 
of  all  other  parties  interested  in  the  estate  which  have  been 
rived  from  any  of  the  original  tenant*  in  common,  and  will,         -^f 
necessary  for  this  purpose,  direc^t  a  distinct  partition  of  irFr~^t_   ^ 
}>ortions  of  the  estate  in  which  the  derivative  alienees  hav  ^^  ^ 
distinct  interest,  in  order  to  protect  that  interest.    Stores  Eq,  .^^^r. 
§§  606  h,  O'lO  c.      So,  if  improvements  have  been  made  by-     ^ 
tenant  in  common,  suitable  comjiensation  will  be  made  to  hio:^   ^zpo 
the  partition,  or  the  part  on  which  the  improvements  are  will    be 
assigned  to  him.     /</.  §  C-IO  6.      In  Brookjield  v.  Williams,  I 
Gr.  Ch.  i^.jlj  a  person  owning  (pertain  sharei  (four-sixths)  of  a 
small  tract  of  land  of  fourteen  acres,  tore  down  the  old  house 
and  barn  on  it,  which  had  gone  to  decay,  and  built  a  new  house 
and  out-buihlings  at  a  cost  of  $2500,  and  greatly  improved  the 
lot  by  cultivation  and  making  new  fences.     He  knew  that  b^ 
owned  only  four-sixtlis  of  the  property,  and  he  had  no  conse**^ 
(there  was  no  objection  or  ()p|>osition)  to  the  improvements  fro*^ 
his  co-tenants  in  common.     The  court  said  he  had  acted  in  ff<^ 
faith  and  witb  an  honest  purpose  of  improving  the  property,  a«^" 
protected  him  in  his  improvements  accnirdingly.    In  Doughaday  '^'' 
Crowelly  o  Stock.  JOl^  a  suit  for  partition,  the  complainant  hadai-^'" 
quired  seven-eighths  of  a  tract  of  fifty  acres,  and  had  tried  in  v»-  ^ 
to  get  a  deed  for  the  other  eighth.     After  her  failure  to  get  tl"*^ 
remaining  eighth,  she  put  valuable  improvements  on  the  lar^^' 
The  court  gave  her  partition  on  equitable  terms,  so  as  to  seci^*^ 
to  her  tlje  benefit  of  her  improvements.     In  Hail  v.  Paddock^    ^ 
O.  E.  Gr.  Jll,  the  bill    was  for  partition.     The  complainaim^  *" 
title  was  defective,  but  he  was  not  aware  of  it  when  he  made  Ii'^ 
improvements  (which  were  very  considerable)  on  the  property- 
He  sought  equitable  partition  against  the  defendant,  who,  havio^ 
established  his  claim  by  ejectment,  was  proceeding  to  a  partition 
at  law.     The  chancellor  siiid  : 

"The  rule  that  a  tenant  in  common  who  has  made  improvements  on  the 
land  held  in  common,  is  entitled  to  an  equitable  partition,  is  well  e8tabli«h€a 
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aiici  IB  hardly  disputed  by  counsel.     The  only  good  faith  required  in  such  im- 
provements is  that  they  should  be  made  honestly  for  the  purpose  of  improving 
the    property,  and  not  far  embarrassing  his  co-tenants  or  encumbering  their 
estate  or  hindering  partition.    And  the  fact  that  the  tenant  making  such  iniprove- 
xnents  knows  that  an  undivided  share  in  the  land  is  held  by  another,  is  no 
^>ar  to  equitable  partition." 

It  !8  quite  clear  that  the  complaina»ts  in  this  case  are  entitled 
to  the  aid  of  equity ;  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  a  partition 
i^i  >vhich  the  land  on  vvhicli  their  buildings  stand  will  be  setoff 
to  them.  But  it  may  be  that  the  residue  of  tlie  land,  if  awarded 
to  the  defendants,  will  not  be  enough  to  answer  the  purposes  of 
^*^  equitable  partition,  so  far  as  they  are  concerned,  either  be- 
muse it  would  not  be  sufiBcient  in  quantity,  or  if  sufficient  in 
<iuantity,  would  not  sell  for  as  much  as  it  would  bring  if  sold 
^'th  and  as  a  part  of  the  whole  lot,  and  therefore  is  not  enough 
ifi  Value.  If  that  be  so,  the  complainants  must  pay  owelty.  In 
^^ool^iddw.  WUliamSy  ubi supra,  the  Chancellor  said  : 

The  justice  of  the  case,  however,  strikes  me  tis  plain  (and  that  is  mainly 
^  "©  looked  at)  that  the  complainants  should  be  allowed  their  share  in  the 
^^<i  on  which  the  buildings  erected  by  their  ancestor  are  located.  If  the  land 
^*^  ''^hich  they  stand  be  more  than  their  share,  they  must  make  recompense  in 
"Motley,  but  if  the  remaining  lands  are  sufficient  to  give  the  defendants  their 
^■^are  in  value,  it  must  be  given  out  of  them." 

The  question  as  to  whetner  the  complainants  shall  be  required 
^  Account  to  the  defendants  for  use  and  occupation  was  suggested 
^^  the  hearing.  It  appears,  as  before  staled,  that  the  complain- 
ants went  into  possession  of  the  property  in  or  about  July,  1879. 
*^  also  appears  that  they  expended  money  in  the  improvement 
^^  the  lot  by  filling  in  and  fencing.  They  have  undoubtedly, 
^^'^oe  they  began  to  build,  which  was  about  the  time  they  took 
l^<>88es8ion,  had  exclusive  use  of  the  land.  Mr.  Atha  savs  that 
^  J^ear  as  he  can  say,  they  began  their  improvements  the  latter 
P^^t  of  July,  1879.  He  adds  that  they  had  driven  between  five 
'^^  six  hundred  piles  l)efore  October  Ist,  1879,  and  they  fenced 
"^  property.  But  there  was  never  any  rent  received  from  the 
Property.     It  produced  nothing,  was  a  mere  building  lot,  and  it 
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does  not  appear  that  the  complainants  occupied  more  than  what 
would  have  been  their  share  if  their  share  had  been  assigned  to 
them  in  severalty.  The  defendants  never  demanded,  nor,  as  far 
as  appears,  expressed  any  desire  to  have  any  possession  of  the 
residue  of  the  lot.  Under  the  circumstances  there  should  be  no 
account  for  use  and  occupation.  If  the  complainants  filled  in 
the  lot,  or  otherwise  improved  it,  as  they  did,  with  the  fence,  it 
would  be  taken  into  account  if  there  w^ere  an  account  for  use 
and  occupation. 

There  will  be  a  reference  to  a  master  to  ascertain  and  report 
the   respective   interests   of  the   parties   in   the   property,  aad 
whether  a  decree  can  justly  and  equitably  be  made  by  assigning 
to  the  complainants  the  part  of  the  lot  whereon  the  buildings* 
stand  and  to  the  defendants  their  share  out  of  the  rest  of  tl^< 
land ;  and  whether  the  part  of  the  lot  whereon  the  buildiu 
stand    is  more  than  the  share  of  the  complainants,  and  if 
what  owelty  should   be  paid  by  them  to  make  the  partitio*^ 
equitable,  if  that  part  be  assigned  to  them. 


Edward  H.  Murphy 

V. 

David  Coates  et  al. 

Two  mortgages  were  given,  one  in  1854  and  the  other  in  1855,  and  du»5 
recorded,  to  II..  who  died  in  1S74,  an<l  gave  them  to  his  daughter  M.     In  IST- » 
M.  aaked  of  the  mortgagor,  who  then  owned  tlie  mortgaged  premises,  an  ^"^ 
knowledgment  that  the  mortgages,  on  whieh  nothing  iiad  ever  been  paid,  ir^*"^ 
still  valid  securities,  to  whirh  tiie  mortgagor  agree<l,  and,  in  the  presence  o^  * 
witness,  signed  such  an  acknowleilgment,  endorsed  on  each  mortgage.     Aft^*^' 
wards  the  morigage^  were  assigned  hy  M.  to  the  complainant,  who  sent  theno  ^^ 
the  mortgagor  t<)ol)tain  liis  admi^ssion  as  to  the  genuinem»8S  of  his  signal*'*^ 
(his  mark),  atid  the  mortgagor  thus  ohtained  ]>op8ession  of  them,  and  c^^*^ 
after  professed  to  he  unahle  to  find  or  pro<lucethem. — Held,  that  tlie  ackno*^^' 
edgmeut   destroyed    the   presumption  of    payment   from    lapse  of   tim^   ^ 
to  the   mortgagor,   and   that,  as  a  second   mortgagee,  such   mortgagee   i*^ 
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constmctive  notice  from  the  record,  where  tlie  mortgage  was  uncanceled, 
put  him  on  inquiry,  and  that  the  proof  in  the  case  showed,  outside  of  the 
owledgment,  that  the  mortgages  liad  never  been  paid. 


►ill  to  foreclose.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

Tr»  James  Buchanan,  for  complainant. 

fr.  James  Buchanan j  for  answering  defendants. 


*HE  Chancellor. 

'he  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  two  mortgages  on  land  in  Trenton, 
in  by  David  Coates  to  Louis  Hargous,  one,  April  6th,  1854, 
$200,  payable  in  one^ear,  with  interest,  and  the  other,  Jan- 
f  15th,  1855,  for  $278,  also  payable  in  one  year,  with  interest. 
h  mortgage  was  duly  recorded  in  the  month  in  which  it  was 
'n.  Hargous  died  in  March,  1874.  He  held  the  mortgages 
ifi  death.  By  his  will  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate,  of 
C2h  residue  the  mortgages  formed  part,  to  Maria  M.  Hargous, 
>  thus  became  the  owner  of  the  mortgages.  She  was  one  of 
executors.  In  March,  1879,  she,  being  desirous  of  obtaining 
*i  Coates,  who  still  owned  the  mortgaged  premises,  as  he  does 

an  acknowledgment  that  the  mortgages  (on  which  nothing 
ever  been  paid)  were  still  unpaiil  and  were  valid  securities, 
billed  Coates's  signature  (which  he  appears  to  have  given 
lily)  to  an  endorsement  on  each  of  the  mortgages  and  each 
the  bonds  which  they  were  respectively  made  to  secure ;  that 
|>art  of  the  principal  or  interest  had  been  paid  from  the  date 
the  instruments,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  principal  and  the 
-rest  from  the  date  of  the  instrument  was  due  and  unpaid, 
^r  Hargous,  the  nephew  of  Maria  M.  Hargous,  obtained 
ites's signature  to  the  endoi'sements.     He  called  on  Coates  with 

bonds  and  mortgages  for  the  purpose,  and  took  James  Cun- 
igham  with  him.  The  latter  swears  that  Hargous  told  Coates 
X  he  had  the  papers,  and  asked  him  if  he  was  willing  to  sign 
tm,  and  Hargous  asked  Cunningham  to  read  them,  which  he 
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did  twice,  and  Hargous  then  asked  Coates  if  they  were  sutisftio. 
tory,  and  Coates  eaid  Yes,  he  owed  the  money  and  was  willing  to 
do  everything  that  was  right ;  that  Hargous  asked  Coates  to  sign 
the  pa|)er8,  and  Coates  said  he  would  not,  for  he  could  not  write, 
but  asked  Cunningham  to  write  his  name  for  him,  and  said  that 
if  Cunningham   would  do  so,  he  would  make  his  mark;  that 
Cunningham  wrofe  Coates's  name,  and  Coales  took  the  pen  aod 
made  his  mark,  and  that  this  was  done  on  all  the  papers.    Peter 
Hargous  swejirs  that  he  told  Coates  that  he  had  come  to  get  him 
to  sign,  and   told  him  his  reason  for  wanting  him  to  sign,  viz., 
to  save  his  aunt  from  any  loss,  and  says  he  added  tiiat  he  Icnew 
Coates  would  do  wiiat  was  right  after  the  endorsements  were  read 
to  him.     lie  further  says  that  after  the  endorsements  were  read 
to  Coates,  the  latter  signed  thorn,  and  that  there  were  four  jwpers. 
,  On  the   11th   of  June,  1879,  Maria  M.  Hargous  assigned  the 
bonds  and  mortgages  to  E<lward  H.  Murphy,  the  complainant. 
On  the  4lh  of  August  following,  Murphy  sent  Peter  Bakes  with 
them  to  Coates  to  get  the  acknowledgment  of  his  signature  (bis 
mark)  on  the  endorsements.     Bakes  went  to  Coates's  house  and 
showed  him  the  papers,  and  Coates  said  he  knew  nothing  about 
them.     Bakes  asked  him  about  his  mark,  and  he  replied  that  he 
did  not  know  anything  about  that.     Coates  told  Bakes  to  com^ 
again  the  next  day.     Bakes  asked  him  if  he  was  ready  to  make 
the  acknowledgment,  and  Coates  asked  him  to  let  him  see  the 
papers,  and  Bakes  handed  them  to  him,  and  Coates   kept  them 
and  refuse<l  to  return  them.     He  has  ever  since  professed  to  be 
unable  to  prcKluce  them.      It   is    not   improbable  that  he  has 
destroyed    them.      In    February,  1876   (before   he   signed  the 
acknowledgments),  Coates   executed    another   mortgage  on  the 
same  proj)erty  to  the  defendant  Frederick  Walter,  for  $276,  and 
interest. 

Both  Coates  and  Walter  contend  that  no  suit  for  foreclosure  can 
be  maintained  on  the  complainant's  mortgages,  because,  as  they 
insist,  they  are,  from  lapse  of  time,  presumed  to  have  been  paid. 
But  the  presumption  of  payment  which  arises  in  regard  to  mort- 
gages from  lapse  of  time,  without  payment  of  interest  or  dema''" 
made,  is  only  a  presumpticm,  and  it  is  one  which  may  be  rebutted. 
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mker^a  Exrs.  v.  Van  Buskirk,  Saxt,  685  ;  Bai*ned  v.  Bamed, 
E,  Or.  24^.  In  this  case,  as  to  Coates,  he  has  acknowl- 
,  both  verbally  and  in  writing,  that  neither  principal  nor 
3t  has  been  paid.  And  as  to  Walter,  the  second  mortgagee, 
1  notice  (constructive  notice,  at  least,  from  the  records)  of 
:istence  of  the  complainant's  mortgages,  and  inquiry  would 
led  him  to  the  knowledge  that  they  were  wholly  unpaid, 
•ecords  showed  the  mortgages,  and  as  far  as  the  records 
that  they  were  not  satisfied,  for  they  were  not  canceled  of 
.  Coates,  in  his  testimony  in  this  cause,  swears  that  nothing 
/er  paid  on  account  of  either  principal  or  interest.  Har- 
the  mortgagee,  appears  to  have  been  his  employer,  and  to 
3een  very  indulgent  to  him. 
lin,  it  may  be  remarked,  that  Walter's  mortgage  was  given, 

secure  a  loan,  but  to  secure  a  precedent  debt,  which,  he 
had    run    for    a    good    while,  it    might    have    been    for 

and  thougli  he  says  it  includes  a  sum  of  money  (he  says 
nks  about  $60),  which  he  alleges  he  lent  to  Coates,  that 
'  was  lent  some  weeks  before  the  mortgage  was  given,  and 
ot  appear  to  have  been  lent  on  the  security  of  the  mort- 

i  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  foreclosure  and  sale, 
is  mortgages  are  entitled  to  priority  over  the  mortgage  ta 
r. 


James  H.  Stevens 

V, 

CoRTLANDT  V.  Reeves  and  wife. 

'rtgage  was  given  in  1871,  to  a  partnership  firm,  payable  in  ten  yeare. 
the  firm  asHigncd  it  to  the  complainant,  as  collateral  security  for  their 

t 

hat  usury,  taken  by  the  complainant  from  the  partners  on  their  note, 
>t  be  set  up  as  a  defence  by  the  mortgjigor  on  foreclosure. 
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(2)  That  the  omission  of  the  assignor  as  a  party  to  a  foreclosure  by  the  ^5c>id 
plainant  (who  held  tlie  mortgage  as  collateral,  as  before  stated),  no  obje'c>f  i<j|i 
on  that  ground  being  raised  by  the  answer,  and  no  necessity  for  his  being  i:rfc  t^^g 
a  party  ap|)earing,  could  not  be  set  up  at  the  hearing.  " 


Bill  to  foreclose.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proo^. 
Mr,  M,  B.  Taylor,  for  complainant. 
Mr,  J,  B,  HnffmaUy  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  questions  presented  by  the  briefs  of  counsel  are  these  foU^* 
First,  whether  the  amount  of  a  certain  check  of  $120,  drawu  bX 
R.  D.  Edwards  &  Son,  on  the  First  National  Bank  of  Camde<ii 
-dated  June  21st,  1875,  and  payable  to  complainant  or  bear^^> 
which  is  admitted  to  have  been  paid  on  account  of  the  mortgage 
in  suit,  is  included  in  a  general  credit  of  interest  paid  to  "  Marchf 
1875,"  on  the  note,  as  collateral  security  for  which  the  complai**' 
ant  holds  the  bond  and  mortgage.     Second,  whether  the  amoim^ 
of  two  other  checks,  drawn  by  R.  D.  Edwards  &  Son,  on  th^ 
Cumberland  National  Bank,  one  for  $100,  dated  May  11th,  1875, 
payable  to  self  or  bearer,  and  the  other  for  $246,  dated  Sfa.r 
29th,  1875,  payable  to  the  complainant  or  order,  should   be 
credited  as  payments  on  the  note.     Third,  whether  the  defend- 
ants are,  seeing  that  they  have  not  set  up  usury  in  their  answer, 
entitled  to  a  credit  of  the  unlawful  interest  proved  to  have  been 
l)aid  on  the  note  from  its  date  to  March  18th,  1875;  and  fourtli, 
whether  the  mortgagees,  who  assigned  the  bond  and  mortgage  to 
the  com|>lainant,  as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  theiT 
note  to  him,  are  necessary  parties  to  this  suit. 

The  bond  and  mortgjige  are  dated  March  11th,  1871,  and  were 
given  by  the  (IcftMidauis  to  Ricliard  D.  and  James  H.  Etlwards, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  §1,178  in  ten  years,  in  equal  annual 
payments,  with  interest  annually.  The  note,  as  collateral  to 
which  the  complainant  holds  them,  is  for  $1,000  and  interest,  i^ 
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ad  March  18th,  1875,  and  was  made  by  the  mortgagees,  hy 
ir  firm  name  of  R.  D.  E  J  wards  &  Son,  in  his  favor, 
first,  as  to  the  $120  check.  The  complainant  swears  posi- 
aly  that  the  amount  of  it  was  included  in  the  credit,  endorsed 
the  note,  of  interest  paid  up  to  March,  1875.  He  says  that 
K?k  paid  the  interest  in  full  on  the  note  up  to  March  18th, 
75.     Opposed  to  this  is  the  testimony  of  James  H.  Edwards, 

0  says  that  that  check  was  not,  to  his  knowledge,  included  in 
J  credit  of  March  18th,  1875;  that  he  is  positive  it  was  not; 
It  it  was  a  credit  to  go  on  the  note  outside  of  that;  that  it  is  not 
■luded  in  any  of  the  credits  on  the  note,. and  that  it  should  be 
dited  on  the  note  on  the  day  of  its  date.  On  cross-exam ina- 
n  he  says  that  he  paid  all  the  interest  himself,  but  cannot  tell 

what  day,  as  he  has  nothing  to  show  for  it ;  that  he  paid  it 
naoney  and  took  no  receipt  for  it,  and  that  he  never  paid 
•erest  in  cheeks.  He  adds  that  he  has  overhauled  the  books 
d  finds  no  checks  to  the  complainant's  credit  for  interest, 
iing  re-examined  in  chief,  he  says,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge^ 
6  interest  was  all  paid  up  to  March  18th,  1875,  before  he  gave 
^  check.  It  is  quite  probable  he  is  mistaken  when  he  says 
^t  he  never  paid  interest  on  the  note  in  checks,  for  he  cer- 
*nly  did  make  payments  on  account  of  the  note  in  checks. 
He  claims  to  have  given  the  check  in  controversy  on  account 

1  the  note,  and  he  also  swears  that  two  other  checks  ibr  $100 
^  $246  respectively,  dated  in  May,  1875,  were,  to  the  best  of 
*8  knowledge,  given,  to  the  complainant  as  payments  on  the 
^te;  and  he  testifies  also,  positively  (and  correctly),  that  another 
^^k  for  $100,  dated  in  August,  1878,  and  still  another  for 
'5,  given  on  or  about  September  1st,  1875,  were  given  on  ac- 
^*int  of  the  note.  Moreover,  the  qualified  way  in  which 
'^  expresses  himself  when  he  says  the  amount  of  the  check  was 
'^^  covered  by  the  receipt  for  interest  up  to  March  18th,  1875, 
^  some  evidence  at  least  that  he  is  not  quite  confident  of  the  ac- 
^racy  of  his  recollection.  Again,  as  will  l)e  seen  when  his  tes- 
•mony  in  reference  to  the  two  checks  dated  in  May,  1875,  for 
>100  and  $246  respectively,  is  considered,  his  testimony  is  not 
'^titled  to  such  credit  as  that  his  statement  (certainly  somewhat 
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qualified,  to  say  the  least  of  it),  from  recollection  should  l>e  ^^^^y. 
niitted  to  countervail  the  positive  testimony  of  the  complair:^^^^ 
to  tlie   contrary.     Edwards   swears  that   "to   the   best   of       Jjjg 
knowledge''  those  checks  were  payments  on  account  of  the  trkote. 
The  complainant,  on  the  other  hand,  swears  that  they  were  nat, 
hut  were  cheeks  drawn  by  R.  D.  Edwards  &  Son  on  the  Cum- 
l)erland  National   Bank,  to  be  deposited  to  their  own.cred/t   '« 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Camden,  of  which  the  complainat"^ 
was  at  that  time  cashier.     The  books  of  the  bank  corroborate 
him,  but  Edwards's  testimony  on  the  subject  is  in  no  way  sup' 
ported.     The  conclusion  is  that  those  checks  and  the  $120  clie<?*^ 
should  not  be  credited  on  the  note;  the  amount  of  the  latt;^^ 
having  already  l)een  credite<l  thereon,  and  the  former  not  havii'^S 
been  given  to  the  complainant  at  all,  nor  on  account  of  the  no'*® 
in  any  way,  but  the  amounts  thereof  having  gone  to  the  credit  ^* 
R.  D.  Edwards  &  Son  for  their  own  use. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  complainant  that  he  received  interest  ^^ 
the  rate  of  twelve  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  note  from  its  A^-^^ 
np  to  March  18th,  1875.  The  complainant's  counsel  insists 
that  the  defendants  cannot,  under  the  practice  of  the  conrt^  l>e 
permitted  to  avail  themselves  of  this  fact  by  way  of  defence  or 
even  of  credit  on  the  note,  because  the  defendants  have  neitTier 
set  up  usury  in  their  answer  nor  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  un- 
lawful interest.  But  the  defendants  are  in  no  situation  to 'plead 
or  claim  the  benefit  of  the  unlawful  interest.  The  note  was  not 
given  by  them  and  does  not  represent  their  debt.  The  bond 
and  inortiTiiffc  are  the  evidences  of  their  indebtedness,  the  note 
of  that  of  Iv.  1).  Edwards  &  Son.  If  unlawful  interest  has 
been  paid  on  the  note  it  is  a  matter  which  does  not  concern  the 
defendants,  and  of  which  they  can  have  no  advantage. 

The  bond  and  mortgage  were  assigned  to  and  are  held  by  the 
complainant  merely  as  collateral  security  for  the  note.  That  fact 
does  not  appear  by  the  bill  but  it  does  by  the  'proof.  The  com' 
plainant  produces  two  assignments,  one  written  on  the  mortgage 
and  the  other  a  separate  paper.  The  former,  by  its  terms,  eX' 
pressly  assigns  the  bond  and  mortgage  as  collateral  security 
merely.     That  assignment  not  having  been  acknowledged  could     I 
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be  recorded,  and  tlierefore  the  other,  which  is,  by  its  terms, 
lute,  was  executed  and  acknowledged  and  recorded.  In  his 
mony,  the  complainant  says  the  assignments  were  as  collat- 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  note  and  he  also  says  that 
a  the  note  is  all  paid  the  mortgage  should  be  canceled, 
defendants,  who  are  the  mortgagor  and  his  wife,  state  in 
•  answer  that  they  have  paid  the  amount  of  the  mortgages, 
that  the  latter  paid  it  to  the  assignee.  This  is  not  proved, 
ed,  and  the  answer  is  not  evidence  of  the  fact,  but  the  state- 
t  is  in  accordance  with  the  allegation  of  the  complainant 
the  mortgagees  have  no  claim  to  any  surplus  of  the  amount 
.rently  due  on  the  mortgage  over  the  amount  due  on  the 
Richard  D.  Edwards,  the  senior  partner  of  the  firm  of 
).  Edwards  &  Son,  is  dead ;  James  H.  Edwards,  the  other 
ner,  has,  as  has  been  seen,  been  a  witness  in  the  cause  and 
as  not  denied  or  questioned  the  above-mentioned  statement 
lie  complainant  that  when  the  note  is  paid  the  mortgage 
dd  be  canc^eled.  He  has  not  set  up  any  claim  to. any  sur- 
er any  interest  in  the  mortgage  in  view  of  any  surplus. 
Ugh  it  is  a  general  rule  that  if  the  assignment  of  a  mortgage 
ot  absolute,  but  merely  as  collateral  security,  the  assignor  is  a 
ia^ary  party  to  the  suit  [Miller  v.  Henderson,  2  Stock.  JJO), 
if  no  necessity  appears  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings  for  mak- 
him  a  party,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  has  any  interest, 
objection  made  at  the  hearing  that  he  is  not  a  party  will  not 
^ail.  Woodruff  v.  Depue,  1  McCart.  I  OS.  Here  it  does 
appear  by  the  bill  that  the  mortgagees  have  any  interest  in 
surplus.  The  answer  is  silent  on  the  subject.  It  makes  no 
action  for  want  of  parties.  The  complainant  alleges  in  his 
imony  that  the  mortgagees  have  no  interest  in  the  surplus, 
i  the  surviving  mortgagee,  when  on  the  stand  as  a  witness, 
s  not  deny  it.  ^Moreover,  the  entire  testimony  is  devoted  to 
of  not  as  to  how  much  is  due  on  the  mortgage,  but  how 
ch  is  due  on  the  note,  and  the  complainant  proposes  to  take 
decree  for  any  surplus.  The  objection  of  want  of  parties 
not  prevail. 

There  will  be  a  decree  for  the  complainant  for  the  amount 
on  the  note,  $1,410.70,  and  his  costs. 
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Benjamin  F.  Woolsey 

r. 

The  CuMMiNGS  Car  Works. 

Exceptions  to  a  master's  report  on  the  accounts  of  a  receiver  appointed  bj 
this  court,  involving  Hlm  management  and  disiiosal  of  the  trust  property,  an^i 
the  amount  of  his  compensation,  considered  and  overruled. 


In  insolvency.     On  exceptions  to  master's  report. 

Mr.  F.  JIcGee,  Mr.  R.  0.  BabbUt  and  Mr.  W.  P.  Ff7&on,  for 
exceptants. 

Mr.  G.  Collins,  for  the  receiver. 

The  Chancellor. 

Pursuant  to  orders  of  this  court,  the  master  reported  upon  tb^ 
accounts  of  Mr.  Chaddock,  the  receiver  ap{)ointed  by  this  court 
for   the   creditors   and   stockholders   of  "The  Cummings  Car 
Works/'  and  the  pr<)i>er  allowance  to  be  made  to  him  for  his  ser- 
vices in  the  trust.     Certain  of  the  cre<litors  have  excepted  to  the 
report.     The  several  exceptants  are  Josiali  F.  Bailey  and  others, 
trustees  for  some  of  tlie  creditors,  Abner  A.  GrifBng  and  E.  S. 
Jaffray  &  Co.     The  exceptions  of  the  last  named  are  identically 
the  same.     To  consider  those  filed  by  the  trustees  :  The  first  and 
second  complain  of  conclusions  of  fact  drawn  by  the  master  from 
the  evidence.     In  these  conclusions  he  is  fully  sustained  bv  the 
])roof.     The  exceptions   will    consequently  be  overruled.    Tli** 
third  is  an  objection  to  the  finding  of  the  master  with  respect  tt> 
part  of  the  price  of  certain  goods  of  the  trust,  sold  by  him  to  » 
creditor.     The  receiver  took,  in  part  payment,  at  its  full  amount^ 
a  note  of  the  company,  on  which  the  creditor  would  be  entitle** 
to  a  dividend  in  the  distribution  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  assets  j 
and  took,  at  the  same  time,  a  well-secured  guaranty  in  writing 
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he  payment  of  the  difference,  whatever  it  might  be,  between 
L mount  of  the  dividend,  when  declared,  and  the  amount  at 
h  the  note  was  taken.  The  transaction  appears  to  have  been 
ilie  advantage  of  the  trust  in  the  price  at  which  the  goods 
sold ;  and  the  length  of  the  credit  given  is  not  such  as  to 
int  to  a  breach  of  trust,  especially  in  view  of  the  pains  taken 
means  employed  to  guard  the  trust  against  loss  in  the  trans- 
n.    That  exception  will  be  overruled.    The  fourth  exception 

the  amount  of  compensation  allowed  by  the  master.  There 
t  three  sales  of  tlie  pro|)erty  of  the  trust.     The  first,  which 

of  the  real  estate,  machinery,  tools,  &c.,  took  place  in  the 
p  i>art  of  May,  1877.  It  was  set  aside  for  inadequacy  of 
i,  and  the  property  was  again  sold  (but  for  a  higher  price) 
lie  1st  of  October  following.  The  last  sale  was  of  certain 
es  in  action,  sold  to  close  up  the  trust,  and  it  took  place  in 
,  1878.     The  master,  after  a  review  of  all  the  facts,  reports 

the  receiver's  compensation  should  be  $200  a  month,  from 
time  of  his  appointment,  October  17th,  1873,  to  the  1st  of 
,  1878.  He  also  reports  that  the  receiver  should  he  allowed 
^tiling  for  his  services  and  expenses  in  finding  a  receiver's 
Gcate  of  the  New  York  and  Oswego  Midland  Railroad  Com- 
^,  delivered  by  Mr.  Chaddock  to  certain  creditors  of  the  car 
pany  by  mistake  (two  being  delivered  instead  of  one,  to  which 
e  they  were  entitled),  the  loss  of  which  was  not  discovered 
I  the  examination  before  the  master.  The  receiver  was  the 
Hirer  of  the  car  company.  At  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  and 
cholders,  held  in  view  of  its  embarrassments  and  the  neces- 
of  applying  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  he  was  desig- 
i  as  the  proper  person  to  be  appointed  receiver,  and  the 
unt  suggested  as  his  compensation  was  the  amount  which  he 

receiving  as  treasurer,  $200  a  month,  for  his  expenses  of 
ig;  his  compensation,  however,  to  be  fixed,  of  course,  by  this 
t.  He  stated  to  the  meeting  that  he  would  act  as  receiver  if 
>inted,  and  would  draw  $200  a  month  for  the  exj^enses  of  his 
)g,  leaving  it  to  this  court  to  fix  his  compensation.  He  has 
lered  services  of  a  very  valuable  character  to  the  trust  for  a 
liderable  length  of  time ;  he  conducted,  under  order  of  this 

28 
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court,  the  business  of  the  company,  railroad  car  building,  ancL       Jig 
has  generally  given  to  the  business  of  the  receivership,  can^.^«] 
and  valuable  attention.     I  find  in  the  evidence  no  reason  for  ^m^r 
imputation  whatever  that  in  any  of  his  transactions  in  the  tru--=Jt, 
he  has  been  governed  or  actuated  by  any  unworthy  motives,   ^i^t^ 
sought  to  promote  his  private  ends.     Nor  do  I  think  the  alio 
ance  too  great.     The  exception  on  this  point,  therefore,  should 
overruled.     There  is  nothing    before  me  from  which  I  coa 
make  an  award  of  compensation  to  the  receiver  in  respect  of  b 
trouble  or  expense  in  finding  the  missing  certificate,  if  I  deem 
it  proper  to  make  one;  but,  in  my  judgment,  he  is  not  entitl 
to  any  comi)ensation  in  the  matter.     He  would  have  been  ch 
able  with  (lie  value  of  the  certificate  if  he  had  not  been  able 
find  or  account  for  it. 

Of  the  exceptions  of  Mr.  Griffing  and  Messrs.  E.  S.  Jaffi 
&  Co.,  the  first  objects  to  the  payment  by  the  receiver  of 
mortage  encumbrances  which  were  on  the  property  of  the  oo 
pany  at  the  time  of  its  failure,  because  they  were  made,  as  all^ 
without  authority ;  but  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  pa 
ments  referred  to,  if  made  without  an  order,  were  made  in  t!X^^ 
exercise  of  a  sound   discretion.     The   second   exception   is    ^»^ 
objection  to  the  order  authorizing  the  receiver  to  carry  on  fcl*^ 
business  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust.     Obviously,  the  propri^^* 
of  making  the  order,  cannot  be  called  in  question  by  an  exception 
to  the  master's  report  on  the  receiver's  account.     The  exception 
will,  therefore,  be  struck  out.     The  third  objects  to  the  finding 
of  the  master  that  the  business  done  by  the  receiver  in  manufec?- 
turing  under  the  authority  just  mentioned,  was  productive  of 
profit  to  the  trust.     The  fact  is  immaterial  to  any  question  legiti- 
mately arising  on  the  master's  report,  unless  it  be  as  to  the  amotfo^ 
of  compensation  to  be  allowed  to  the  receiver.     That  would  b^ 
affected  by  losses  incurred  in  the  manufacturing  business  through 
his  negligence  or  misconduct;  but  no  loss  on  those  accounts, o^ 
either  of  tliem,  is  charged  or  appears.     The  exception  will  b^ 
overruled.     The  fourth  exception  is  the  same  as  one  which  ha^ 
been  already  considered,  the  third  exception  of  the  trustees,  whid* 
was  overruled.     The  fifth  and  sixth  exceptions  refer  to  the  ootft-' 
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pensation  to  be  allowed  to  the  receiver.     For   reasons  already 

given  on  the  exception  on  the  same  subject  by  the  trustees,  the 

exception  will    be  overruled.     The  seventh,  eighth,  sixteenth, 

cigliteenth  and  nineteenth  exceptions  are  objections  to  the  form  of 

the  receiver's  accounts  and  the  alleged  non-production  of  vouchers. 

It    appears,  by  the  master's   report,  that   the  trustees  and    Mr. 

Gr rifting  appeared  before  him  at  the  taking  of  the  account,  and 

that    the  only  objections  made  to  the  account  or  the  allowance 

thereof,  were  those  on  which  he  has  passed,  none  of  which  have 

^^y    reference  whatever  to  the  subjects  of  the  exceptions   now 

**ncler  consideration.     The  other  exceptants,  Messrs.  E.  S.  Jaffray 

^  Oo.,  did  not  appear  before  the  master,  and  were  let  in  to  except 

^>i   oondition  that  they  should  adopt  the  exceptions  of  GrifBng, 

Uiicier  the  circumstances,  the  exceptions  last  specified  should  be 

striick  out.     The  ninth,  tenth,  fourteenth,  fifteenth  and  twentieth 

^^oeptions  are  merely  general  complaints,  in  the  most  general 

t^t^ixis,  of  mismanagement  of  the  trust  estate.     They  will  all  be 

^t^'Ock  out.     The  eleventh  is  a  charge  of  fraud  and  imposition, 

^^   tie  part  of  the  receiver,  on  the  court,  in  obtaining  an  order 

^utliorizing  him  to  make  a  contract  with  the  New  Jersey  and 

Ae  w  York  Railroad  Company.     The  twelfth  is  a  mere  personal 

^l^gation  of  non-compliance,  on  the  part  of  the  receiver,  with 

^'^t;  onler.     The  thirteenth  charges  misrepresentation,  fraud  and 

'*'*  J>06ition  on  the  court,  on  the  part  of  the  receiver,  in  obtaining 

**"    order  to  make  a  settlement  with  the  last-mentioned  railroad 

^'^pany.     For  reasons  before  stated,  these  exceptions  will  all  be 

^^'^ick  out.     The  seventeenth  is  an  objection  that  the  receiver 

^"S^t  not  to  be  allowed  for  commissions  paid  on  sales  of  goods 

^*   t,lie  trust  to  the  railroad  company  just  mentioned.    This  excep- 

^^^t:^.  will,  under  the  circumstances,  be  struck  out,  on  the  ground 

^^    Surprise.     The  objection  is  made,  for  the  first  time,  by  the 

^^^^ption.     Though  all  the  exceptions  will  be  either  overruled 

^^  struck  out,  the  exceptants  will  not,  under  the  circumstances, 

"^  i*equired  to  pay  costs.     Their  action  in  excepting  and  pursuing 

*"^  exceptions,  was  in  behalf  of  all  the  creditors. 
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The  Newark  Savings  Institution 

V, 

Samuel  R.  Forman  et  al. 

The  act  of  1880  (P.L.  oflSSO  p,  255)^  providing  that  in  foreclosure  proceed/ n^ 
thereaftier  commenced,  no  personal  decree  for  deficiency  shall  be  taken,  appJ*** 
to  mortgages  given  before  the  date  of  its  passage,  and  is  not,  so  far  as  case^  '^ 
which  there  is  a  reiue(iy  at  law  are  concerned,  unconstitutional  as  deprivin/5'  * 
party  of  any  remedy  for  enforcing  a  contract  which  existed  when  the  vmvr^^ 
was  made,  because  a  more  efficacious  remedy  of  the  same  sort  at  law  remai^^^  * 
and  the  legislature  may,  witiiout  infringing  the  prohibition  of  tlie  constituti< 
take  away  one  of  two  or  more  ecjually  efficacious  remedies  of  the  same  sort. 


Bill  to  foreclose.     Demurrer. 

Mr.  E.  Q.  Keasbey,  for  demurrants. 

Mr,  A.  S,  Hubbellf  for  complainant. 


Note. — Tiie  following  cases  illustrate  the  rule  that  a  statute  taking  a"^^^-* 
one  reme<ly  for  enforcing  a  contract  or  riglit  is  not  unconstitutional  if  ano*^^'" 
remedy  remain. 

Abolishing  distress  for  rent.      Van  Rensselaer  v.  Snyder,  0  Barb,  30S^  13  ^' 
Y,  200  ;  Guild  y.  Rogers,  S  Barb.  .>0J ;  Lockett  v.  Uffry,  2S  Ga,  34-5;  Conkey   *'• 
Hart,  14  N.  Y.  22;    Van  Retuiselaer  v.  Hays,  JO  y,  Y.  6.S\ 

Requiring  that  the  makers  and  endorsers  of  a  note  shall  be  sued  togefh^*"- 
McMillan  v.  Sprague,  4  How.  (Miss.)  047 ;  see  Oivens  v.  Western  Rani,  -^ 
Ala.  307;  Baldwin  v.  Newark  •'>  Vr.  loS. 

Repealing  a  statute  authorizing  a  state  to  be  sued.  Memphis  R.  R.  v.  Te^^' 
nesse^,  (S.  C.  U.  S.)  21  Alb.  L.  J.  J-",;  Teune^^see  v.  Sn^,  00  U.  S.  69;  or  ^ 
county,  Hunmker  v.  Borden,  >'»  Chi.  2SS. 

Repealing  a  statute  authorizing  the  forfeiture  of  a  corporation's  franclii«e=^ 
for  non-payment  of  its  debts.    Aurora  Co.  v.  Holthouse,  7  fnd.  oO  ;  State  v.  IW^^^ 
beckbee  Btink,  2  Steir.  o'f ;  see  Powdl  v.  Sammons,  31  Ala,  352 ;  Story  v.Fui^^ 
man,  2'i  y.  Y.  .'/-/ ;  IreUind  v.  Turnpike  Co.,  10  Ohio  St.  360;  Read  v.  Frm 
ford  Bank,  23  Me.  31S. 

Alitf'r.  as  to  a  rei)ealer  exempting  the  stock  from  liability,  but  rendering  tb 
stockholders  ]M»'s«)nally  liable.     Hawthoime  v.  Chief,  2  Wail.  10 ;  see  Chnant 
Van  iSchaiek,  24  Barb.  S7 ;  Rmd  v.  Frankfort  Bank,  23 Me,  318;  Cbfin  v., 
46  Me.  507 ;  SyrAcase  Bank  v.  Davis,  10  Barb,  1S8, 
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;*BE  Chancellor. 

^b\s  cause  and  two  others  (foreclosure  suits)  stand  as  on  de- 
rrer,  by  order  of  the  court,  U|>on  the  claim  aud  prayer  of  the 
3  for  a  personal  decree  for  deficiency,  which  is  sought,  in  two 
:  liem,  against  a  person  who  assigned  to  the  complainant  the 
d  whicli  the  mortgage  was  made  to  secure,  guaranteeing  pay- 
it.  In  the  other  it  is  prayed  against  the  obligor  in  the  bond, 
secure  payment  of  which  the  mortgage  was  made.  In  the 
cases  first  mentioned,  the  mortgages  were  given  in  1873,  and 
blie  last  the  mortgage  was  given  in  1875.  The  question  is 
Jther,  in  view  of  the  provision  of  the  first  section  of  the  act 
»iiceming  proceedings  on  bonds  and  mortgages  given  for  the 
^e  indebtedness,  and  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
noises  thereunder''  (P.  L.  of  1880  p.  255)^  this  court  has  juris- 
ioD  to  make  such  decree.     That  section  is  as  follows : 

(n  all  proceedings  to  foreclose  mortgages  hereafter  commenced,  no  decree 
I  be  rendered  therein  for  any  balance  of  money  which  may  be  due  com- 
riant  over  and  above  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  or  sales  of  the  mortgaged 
^rty,  and  no  execution  shall  issue  for  the  collection  of  such  balance  under 
•  foreclosure  proceedings." 

excluding  a  summary  remedy  against  a  stockholder  in  default  as  to  pay- 
ts  on  his  stock.  North  East  Alabavia  R.  R.  Case,  37  Ala.  679, 
^pealing  a  resort  to  a  manJamus.  State  v.  Gaillard,  11  S.  C.  309,  affirmed 
K  S.  S.  C,  March  iifdy  1880  ;  or  a  scire  facias^  Parker  v.  Shamonhmist^  1  PhiL 
C)  B09 ;  or  an  action  of  debt  on  a  jutigment  after  execution  returned. 
tvenor  v.  Chedey,  48  Me.  369  ;  Dennis  v.  Arnold,  12  Mete.  44^- 
Itering,  by  general  statute,  the  venue  of  an  action  against  an  insurance  com- 
V  for  loss  under  a  i)olicy.  Howard  v.  Kentucky  Ins.  Co.,  13  B.  Mon.  282 ; 
iers  V.  Hillsborough  Co.,  U  N.  H.  238;  see  Qui  v.  StaJU,  9  WaH.  35;  Osbom 
fate,  24  Ark.  629. 

«pealing  an  act  allowing  a  landlord  to  claim  rent  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
^erty  seized  on  execution  on  the  demised  premises.  Stocking  v.  Hunt,  3 
io  274;  see  Bairy  v.  Mc Grade,  14  Minn.  163. 

roviding  that  equity  alone  shall  have  jnriscliction  of  suits  to  recover  prop- 
which  had  been  set  apart  under  the  homestead  laws  and  subsequently 
-     McLeUan  v.  Weston,  69  Ga.  883. 

reventing  a  judgment  being  ot)tained  as  soon  as  it  could  have  been  by  the 
edy  in  force  when  the  debt  was  contracted.     Knoup  v.  Piqua  Bank,  1  Ohio 
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The  next  section  is  as  follows : 


"  In  all  cases  where  a  bond  and  mortgage  has  or  may  hereafter  be  givec^  g^ 
the  same  debt,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  proceed  first  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  «lx3< 
if,  at  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  under  said  foreclosure  proceedxxios 
the  said  premises  should  not  sell  for  a  sum  sufficient  to  satisfy  said  debt,  interest 
and  costs,  then  and  in  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  to  proceed  on  the  bond  fhr 
the  deficiency  ;  and  that  in  all  suits  on  said  bond,  judgment  shall  be  rendered 
and  execution  issue  only  for  the  balance  of  debt  and  costs  of  suit.'' 

The  thin!  section  is  as  follows : 

"  If,  after  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  any  mortgaged  premises,  the  pewon 
who  is  entitled  to  the  debt  shall  recover  a  judgment  in  a  suit  on  said  bond  for 
any  balance  of  debt,  such  recovery  shall  open  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of  sai^^ 
premises,  and  the  owner  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  said  foreclosure  an«i 
sale  may  redeem  the  property  by  paying  the  full  amount  of  money  for  which 
the  decree  was  rendered,  with  interest  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of  s»«^ 
decree,  and  all  cost  of  the  proceedings  on  the  bond ;  provided,  that  a  sui^ 
for  redemption  is  brought  within  six  months  after  the  entry  of  such  judgmeP^ 
for  the  balance  of  the  debt." 

I  have  quoted  the  second  and  third  sections  because  it  is  insisted 
by  the  complainant's  counsel  that  the  court  should,  in  construing 

St,  60S ;  Johnson  v.  Higgins^  4  Met^i,  (Ky.)  566 ;  Coolei/s  OonsL  Lim.  {4th  ed.) 
*£87;  Woods  v.  Bute,  5  How.  {Miss.)  285. 

Providing  punishment  for  a  crime,  of  a  milder  form.  Stale  y.  McDonald^  ^ 
Minn,  136;  State  v.  Kent,  65  N,  C.  311;  Coolexfs  Qmst.  Lim,  {4th  ed,)  *fS7; 
see  Ellioii  v.  ElXioa,  38  Md.  357, 

Rescinding  a  mortgagee's  right  to  occupy  lands  during  the  period  allotrod 
for  redemption  after  foreclosure.  Berthoid  v.  Fox,  13  Minn,  501 ;  see  Thorne 
V.  San  Francisco,  4  Cat,  127 ;  Evei-son  v.  Shorter,  9  Ala.  713 ;  Moynes  v.  Moortf 
16  Ind.  116. 

Reducing  the  time  limited  for  an  appeal.     Smith  v.  Packard,  If  Wis,  S7lr 
see  Burch  v.  Newbury,  10  N.  Y.  374;  Palmer's  Case,  40  N.  T.  661;  Jaequins  r. 
Com.,  9  Ciish,  279;  Willard  v.  Hartfey,  24  N.  U.  344;  Hauser  v.  Hoffinan,Sf 
Mo,  334;  Sayres  v.  Com.,  88  Pa.  St,  291,  19  Alb.  L.  J.  83;  Atkinson  v.  i?»«- 
hp,  50  Me.  Ill ;  Beaupree  v.  Hoerr,  13  Minn.  366 ;  Qriffin  v.  Cunningham,^ 
Oratt.  52;  or,  the  right  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  Biitler  v.  Palmer,  1  Hill  SSU 
Holland  v.  Dickerson,  41  Iowa  367 ;  see  Cargill  v.  Power,  1  Mieh.  369, 

Reducing  the  notice  of  sale  under  a  mortgage.     Webb  v.  Moore,  25  Ind.  U 
Cook  v.  Gray,  2  HousL  455  ;  Ashueloi  R.  R.  v.  Eliot,  62  N,  H,  387, 
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"st,  take  into  consideration  the  constitutional  objection  to 
,  he  insists,  the  second  and  third  are  liable,  and  consider 
iree  together.  But  the  first  is  clearly  independent  of  the 
two.  It  is  a  simple  enactment,  intended  to  deprive  the 
of  the  power  to  enter  a  personal  decree  for  deficiency  in  a 
osure  suit,  and  it  may  therefore  stiind  alone.  It  is  urged 
hat  section  cannot,  without  a  violation  of  the  complainant's 
tutional  rights,  be  applied  to  these  suits,  inasmuch  as  the 

and  mortgages  were  given  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act, 
he  constitution  prohibits  the  legislature  from  passing  any 
epriving  a  party  of  any  remeily  for  enforcing  a  contract, 

existed  when  the  contract  was  made. 
.  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1866  {Rev.  p.  118  §  76),  the 
action  of  which  provides  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
ellor,  in  any  suit  for  the  foreclosure  or  sale  of  mortgaged 
ses,  to  decree  the  payment  of  any  excess  of  the  mortgage 
ibove  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sales  by  any  of  the  parties  to 
luit  who  may  be  liable,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  the 
ent  of  the  same,  provided  there  be  a  prayer  to  that  effect 

ng  from  a  court  of  law,  by  special  statute,  the  determination  of  matters 
in  a  particular  case.     Bank  of  Ky.  v.  Schuylkill  Bank^  1  Pars.  ISO. 
ng  away  the  remedy  in  C(]uity  against  the  representatives  of  a  deceased 
•  when  the  survivor  is  insolvent,  and  transferring  it  to  law.     BartleU  v. 
?  Ala,  401;  Paschal  v.  Whitsett,  11  Ala.  4'^ 2. 

ng  away  a  resort  to  equity  to  remove  the  app;irent  lien  of  a  void  assess- 
Jjcniwa  V.  Usevo  York,  5.1  N.  Y.  SGI. 

ng  a  court  of  law  jurisdiction  where  a  person  is  a  partner  in  two  firms, 
which  is  plaintiff  and  the  other  defendant  in  a  suit  at  law.  Hepburn 
8,  7  Watts  300. 

iding  that  only  an  action  on  the  ca.se  could  be  maintained  to  recover 
*8  for  the  escape  of  a  debtor.     Tluiyer  v.  Seavey,  11  Me.  284. 
ng  courts  of  quarter  sessions  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  petit  larceny 
;led  a  second  time.     People  v.  Rawson^  61  Barb.  619. 
ng  the  court  of  common  picas  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  naturaliza- 
BeavirCs  Petition,  33  X.  H.  89. 

ther  a  statute  providing:  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  for  liquors 
constitutional.     Beynolds  v.  Geary,  26  Conn.  179  ;  Opinion  of  Justices^ 
H.  539;  Lord  v.  Ohadbourne,  42  Me.  429;  Beebe  v.  State,  6  Ind.  501; 
I  Const.  Lim.  {4th  ed.)  *o83. 
fther  a  lien  law  can  be  re]>eiiled  so  as  to  divest  liens  already  acquired,  see 
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in  the  bill  of  complaint,  no  personal  decree  for  deficiency 

made  in  any  foreclosure  suit  where  there  was  a  remedy  at  Ici  "^^9 


J— 


but  only  when  there  was  no  remedy  except  by  means  of  e^ 
table  subron:ation.     And  it   is   believed   that  the   first  suit    i^^ 
which  a  personal  decree  for  deficiency  was  made  in  this  coo 
even  on  that  ground,  was  the  case  of  Klapworih  v.  Dresrier, 
Beaa.  62,  decided  in  1860.    Since  tlie  passage  of  the  act  of  18& 
the  court  has  exercised  jurisdiction  in  accordance  with  the  abo 
provision  of  that  statute.     Still,  during  all  that  time  the 
i'dy  at  law  has  existed,  as  it  still  does,  against  the  obligor  of  tl 
l)ond  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  against  any  guarantor  of 
bond.     So  far,  therefore,  as  such  ))ersons  were  conoemed, 
remedy  given  in  equity  was  cumulative  merely,  and  the  first 
tiun  of  the  act  of  1880  is  a  mere  repealer  of  the  fifth  section 
the  act  of  1866.     The  taking  away  of  the  remedy  in  equity 
I'ases  where  a  complete  remedy  at  law  of  the  like  sort  exists  (^ 
where  the  decree  is  prayed  against  the  obligor  in  the  bond  or 
guarantor),  obviously  only  deprives  the  party  of  one  of 
remeilies  of  a  like  character.     It  does  not  deprive  him  of  a 
renie<ly  more  effective  than  the  legal  one;  for  the  proceeding 
collect  the  money  after  the  decree  for  deficiency  is  the  same 
the  remedy  on  a  judgment  at  law.     It  does  not  deprive  himo 


Stretd}el  v.  Milwaukee  R.  J2.,  12  Wis.  07 ;   Wahash  Canal  Co.  v.  Beers,  S 
44s, '   Weaver  v.  Selh,  10  Kan.  OOf) ;   Doellner  v.  RogetB,  1€  Mo,  S40 ;  Hail     ^• 
Runte,  20  Ind.  S04  ;  Frost  v.  Ilidey,  54.  Me.  3V>  ;  Emn»  v.  Montg<mery,  4  W"^-^^ 
iC:  Senj.  2lii ;   TempleX>m  v.  Horne.,  .VJ  ///.  4OI;  Martin  v.  IlewUiy  U  Ala.  4^^  / 
Brooks  V.  Memphis,  J  Cent.  L.  J.  J06 ;  Railey  v.  Mason,  4  Minn.  046;  Bom^^^^ 
V.  Gndiuf),  .?.7  Mr.  7,i;   Watsnn  v.  .V.  Y.  C.  R.  JR.,  47  N.  Y.  157;  Christman    '^^ 
Charier  Jb\  30  Mo.  010;   Purmort  v.  Tueker  Co.,  2  Col.  471 ;  Allen  v.  Hain,  ^^ 
Me.  .1.'*.'/  Coddinyton  v.  Brrbe,  .7  Dutch.  5'>0. 

Whether  oxenitioncan  he  stayed  or  suspeiKieii,  conditionally,  onjudgmen*^ 
rendere<I  011  pre-existinj;  (•ontniob*,  Bronson  v.  Kinzie,  1  How.  311 ;  MeCraidP^^ 
V.  Hiif\rord,  2  llov.  Of)S  ;  Moore  v.  Fowler,    Hempst.  oJO  ;  lluntzingers,  Broc^* 
r>  Grout's  Cox.  24^^;  Williams  y.  Waldo,  4  III.  204;  Smith  v.  Bryan,  34  Jll.SSjf' 
Farnsworth  v.  Vanrr,  2  CoUhv.  lOS ;  Chndwirk  v.  Moore,  S  Watts  <!h Serg.  4^;hf^' 
isiana  v.  New  Orleaus  (  U.  N.  S.  C.\  22  Alb.  L.  J.  4-^0  ;  Edwards  v.  KeanofJ^ 
N.  a  241,  00  U.  S.  OOo  ;  Websier  v.  Rose,  0  Heisk.  03  ;  C^oley's  Const,  Irtflk  [4^ 
ed.)  *292;  Kentucky  v.  Willia^ns,  22  Alb.  L.  J.  V>7 ;  Davidson  v.  Wiley,  31  Ak^- 
452;  see,  also,  7  Cent.  L.  J.  363;  Cooley's  Const.  Lim.  *$9t,  *J6i.— ] 
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ledy  more  speedy  than  the  legal  one,  for  the  decree  for  defi- 
loy  is  merely  a  contingent  one  until  after  the  sale  of  the 
rCgaged  premises  shall  have  taken  place,  and  until  then  con- 
ixtes  no  lien  on  the  defendant's  land.  Bell  v.  Gilmore,  10  C. 
t3r,  104.  The  remedy  in  eqnity  may  be  more  economical. 
^  taking  away  of  the  remedy  in  equity  does  not  deprive  the 
t.j  of  any  resort  to  person  on  property  for  the  collection  of 
debt.  It  does  not  even,  as  before  stated,  comiiel  him  to  have 
^urse  to  a  less  rapid  proceeding.  The  legislature  may  make 
IS  which  incidentally  affect  the  pursuit  of  remedies  for  enforc- 

existing  contracts ;  as,  for  instance,  such  as  regulate  the  ad- 
ision  of  evidence,  the  course  of  practice  in  the  courts,  the 
c3e  of  conducting  sales  under  judgments  and  executions,  and 
iring  the  forms  of  action,  or  prescribing  periods  for  the  lim- 
ion  of  actions  within  a  reasonable  time.  Radei*  v.  Road 
t^idy  7  Vr.  ^7S,  The  act  under  consideration  leaves  the 
:iplainant  a  substantial  remedy  (of  the  same  kind  as  that  taken 
3^y),  acoonling  to  the  course  of  justice,  as  it  existed  when  the 
tract  was  made  a  remedy,  which  is  not  only  of  the  same  sort, 
•  is  even  more  efiScacious  than  that  which  it  takes  away.     It 

only  taken  away  one  of  two  remedies  of  a  like  character,  one 
^aw  and  the  other  in  equity,  and  that  is  no  contravention  of 

complainant's  constitutional  right. 


SD  Jacket  Tribe,  No.  43,  of  the  Improved  Order  op 

Red  Men 

V. 

Hezekiah  W.  Hoff  et  al. 

n  a  bill  filed  for  the  reformation  of  the  bond  of  the  treasurer  of  a  society, 
luse  seals  were  omitted  therefrom,  and  for  a  decree  fixing  the  amount  due 
•eon  from  the  treasurer  and  his  surety — ffe/rf,  that  while  the  bond  could  be 
rmed  as  to  the  seals,  no  decree  could  be  granted  for  the  amount  due  there- 
because  the  remedy  at  law  was  adequate,  and  a  demurrer  on  the  latter 
md  was  sustainable. 
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t 


Bill  for  relief.     On  general  demurrer. 
Mr.  0,  P.  Chamberlin,  for  demurrants. 

Mr.  W.  F.  HerTy  for  complainants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  filed  for  two  purposes:  to  supply  the  defect  in 
bond  of  wunt  of  seals,  omitted  through  accident  or  mistake, 
to  obtain  a  decree  in  this  court  for  the  amount  due  on  the  boo 
The  bond  was  given  by  the  defendants,  Hoff  as  principal 
Wilson  as  surety,  to  the  complainants,  and  is  conditioned  for  t 
faithful  performance,  by  the  principal,  of  his  duties  as 
of  the  complainants.     Wilson  files  a  general  demurrer.     T 
bill  is  clearly  maintainable  for  the  first- mentioned  object 
appears  by  the  instrument  itself,  which  is  set  out  in  the  bill,  tl»  ^^-^ 
it  was  intended  to  be  a  sealed  instrument,  and  the  complainac^^ 
are  in  equity  entitled  to  have  the  defect  remedied,  and  the 
of  seals  supplied.     Montville  v.  Haughtoriy  7  Conn.  54^ ; 
land  V.  Paige y  ^4-  V^*  ^^^'     But  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  ott^^^ 
relief — a  decree  on  the  bond.     Their  remedy  on  the  bond  i&       ^ 
legal  one,  and  there  is  no  ground  whatever  laid  in  the  bill  fc^r 
equitable  relief  on  that  score.     Though  reformation  of  a 
tract,  and  specific  performance,  or  reformation  of  a  mortgage 
foreclosure,  or  rectification  of  a  bond  and  an  account,  may 
sought  in  the  same  bill,  and  relief  obtained,  the  reason  is  tfa^B-^ 
the  remedies  are  not  only  both  equitable,  but  the  former  {)iB^  ^ 
reformation)  is  sought  with  a  view  to  the  latter  (the  specific  pec 
formance,  or  foreclosure,  or  account),  which  is  the  principal  obj 
of  the  suit,  and  there  is  a  manifest  propriety  in  allowing  th< 
joinder  in  such  cases.      But  in  this  case  the  bill  seeks  an  equit 
able  remedy  and  another  which  is  merely  legal.     It  has  been  8aii 
that  a  bill  is  not  multifarious  where  it  sets  up  one  sufficiea 
ground  for  eqniU\ble  relief,  and  another  claim  which,  on  its  face 
contains   no    equity  which   can  entitle  the  complainant  to 
interposition  of  the  court,  either  for  relief  or  discoveiy. 
V.  Sm\ih,  5  Paige  136. 


w.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  443 

Red  Jacket  Tribe  v.  Hoff. 

en/'  says  Judge  Story,  ^'a  bill  contains  two  distinct  subject-matters, 
iisconnected  from  each  other,  if  one  of  them  be  clearly  without  the 
tion  of  a  court  of  equity  for  redress,  it  seems  that  the  court  will  treat 
as  if  it  were  single,  and  proceed  with  the  other  matter  on  which  it  has 
tion,  as  if  it  constituted  the  sole  object  of  the  bill"— Story's  Eq.  PL 


Ugh  the  subject-matters  of  this  bill,  the  rectification  of  the 
nd  the  assessment  of  tlie  damages  thereon,  are*  connected 
jr,  yet  the  latter  relief  is  one  which  the  court,  in  the  ordi- 
lercise  of  its  authority,  cannot  properly  grant.  The  proper 
for  such  relief  is  a  court  of  law.  BeiTy  v.  Van  Winkle^  1 
I.  269  ;  Iszard  v.  May^s  Landing  Co,^  4,  Stew.  Eq,  611 ; 
V.  Jewetty  5  Slew.  Eq,  S02. 

ustify  a  court  of  ecjuity  in  granting  relief  as  consequent  upon  dis- 
says  Judge  Story,  "  it  seems  luniessary  that  the  relief  should  be  of 
ature  as  a  court  of  eqjiity  may  propi-rly  griuit,  in  the  ordinary  exercise 
thority.  If,  therefore,  the  j)roper  relief  be  by  an  award  of  damages, 
m  alone  be  asccrtainc<l  by  a  jury,  there  may  be  a  strong  reason  for 
I  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction,  since  it  is  the  appropriate  function 
rt  of  law  to  superintend  such  trials.  And  in  many  other  cases  where 
»n  arises,  purely  of  matters  of  fact,  fit  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and  ilie 
dependent  upon  that  question,  there  is  equal  reason  that  the  jurLsdic- 
*elief  should  be  altogether  declined;  or  at  all  events,  that  if  the  bill 
ed,  a  trial  at  law  should  be  directed  by  the  court,  and  the  relief 
or  withheld,  according  to  the  final   issue  of  the  trial." — /  Story's  Eq. 


bill  is  therefore  bad,  so  far  as  the  purely  legal  claim  is 
ed.  In  Varick  v.  Smithy  cited  above,  it  was  said  that  the 
course  for  the  defendant,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  to  pursue, 
swer  ds  to  the  equitable  cause  of  .suit,  and  demur  to  the 
aim  for  want  of  equity,  or  that  he  may  answer  as  to  both, 
ke  the  objection  as  to  the  want  of  equity  in  the  legal  claim 
learing.  I  think  the  defendants  should  not  be  required  to 
so  much  of  the  bill  under  consideration  as  concerns  tlie 
legal  relief  which  it  seeks.  The  demurrer  will  therefore 
lined. 
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John  P.  O'Neill,  receiver  Ac., 

V. 

Amos  Clark,  jun.,  et  al. 

1.  Deed  i^ormed  by  striking  out  an  assumption  of  a  mortgage  insert ^^ 
through  the  mistake  of  the  scrivener,  and  accepted  by  the  g^ntee  in  ignoraCBce 
thereof. 


2.  A  bona  fide  release  of  an  assumption  of  a  mortgage  was  verbally 
upon  before  suit  brought  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  bat  the  release  was  m&ot 
executed  until  after  suit  brought.  Without  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  clic 
«uit,  it  was  executed  and  the  consideration  paid. — Hetd,  to  discharge  the 
sumption. 


Bill  to  foreclose  and  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-bill.     On 
final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

Mr,  T.  A,  Jobs,  for  complainant  im  original  bill. 

Mr.  W.  P.  TF?/8on,  for  Amos  Clark,  Jr.,  and  for  William  A. 
Olark,  complainant  in  cross-bill. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  controversy  between  the  parties  is  in  reference  to  the 
liability  of  Amos  Clark,  jun.,  and  William  A.  Clark,  his  sou 
and  grantee,  to  a  pei-sonal  decree  for  deficiency.     The  suit  is  for 
foreclosure  and  sale  of  mortgaged  premisest     The  complainant' 
is  the  receiver  (appointed  by  this  court)  of  the  Continental  lif^ 
Insurance  Company.     The  mortgage  in  suit  was  given  to  tbs*' 
<x)mpany  June  30th,  1871,  by  Josiah  Oakes  and  Susan  A.,  hi^ 
wife,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $12,000  with  interest,  according 
to  Oakes's  bond  to  the  company.     The  mortgaged  premises  ar^ 
in  the  city  of  Elizabeth.     On  January  10th,  1872,  Oakes  and  hi^ 
wife  conveyed  the  property  to  Amos  Clark,  jun.,  subject  to  tb^ 
mortgage,  the  payment  of  wliich  he  thereby  assumed ;  the  amoui^* 
of  it  being  allowed  to  him  as  so  much  of  the  consideration  of  tb^ 
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Byance.  On  December  17th,  1877,  Clark  and  his  wife  con- 
i  the  premises  to  their  son,  William  A.  Clark,  subject  to  the 
gage.  The  deed  from  them  to  him  contained  a  declaration 
€  assumption  of  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  by  him  as  a 
of  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance.  Though  that  deed 
sssed  a  consideration  of  $12,500,  it  was  in  fact  without  con- 
ation, and  merely  voluntary,  a  mere  deed  of  gift.  It  was 
ered  as  a  wedding  present  to  William  on  the  occasion  of  his 
iage.  The  complainant's  bill  was  filed  April  2d,  1879. 
It  he  prays  a  personal  decree  for  deficiency  against  both 
e  and  William  Clark.  The  sithpcena  ad  respondendum  was 
d  on  the  bill  on  the  15th  of  that  month.  By  deed  dated 
le  10th  of  that  month,  eight  days  after  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
Sve  days  before  the  issuing  of  the  subpoena  thereon,  Susan 
^kes,  executrix  of  the  will  of  Josiah  Oakes,  the  mortgagor 

had  previously  died),  for  the  cousideration  of  $500  paid  to 
by  Amos  Clark,  and  the  release  of  her  and  Oakes's  estate 

liability  to  him  upon  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  $10,000  and 
est,  given  by  Oakes  to  him,  released  him  from  all  liability 
le  assumption  contained  in  the  deed  from  Oakes  and  his 
to  him  for  the  premises  described  in  the  complainant's  mort- 
.  It  will  be  remarked  that  the  release  was  given  after  this 
was  begun,  but  before  the  subpoena  to  answer  was  issued. 
e  Clark,  by  his  answer,  sets  up  the  release  as  a  defence 
ist  the  claim  of  personal  liability  made  against  him,  and  al- 
I  that  the  release,  though  not  delivered  until  the  10th  of 
il,  was,  in  fact,  verbally  agreed  upon  in  Marcli  preceding^ 
iam  Clark  filed  his  answer,  alleging  that  tlie  clause  of  as- 
ption  contained  in  the  deed  to  him  was  inserted  by  mistake 
he  person  who  drew  the  deed,  and  that  his  father  neither 
Jted  nor  intended  that  any  such  clause  should  be  in  the  deed. 
Further  sets  up  the  release  to  his  father,  and  insists  that  even 
e  assumption  in  his  deed  were  such  as  equity  would  permit 
and,  he  would  not  be  liable  to  the  complainant  thereunder, 
use  of  the  release  by  which  his  grantor  was  dischar[::ed  from 
liability  to  indemnify  Oakes's  estate  against  the  m<jrtgage. 
T  answering,  he  filed  a  bill  evidently  designed  as  a  cross-bill^ 
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in  tliis  suit,  but  which  lacks  most  of  the  characteristics  of  suc/i  s 
pleading,  and  appears  rather  to  be  an  original  bill.     Its  object 
is  relief  against  the  assumption  contained  in  the  deed  to  b/izi' 
and  it  prays  a  rectification  of  that  deed  by  expunging  the  clause. 
As  before  remarked,  it  was  designed  as  a  cross-bill,  but  if  in- 
tended as  an  original  bill   it  is  of  such  a  character  that, on 
motion,  the  court  would  have  ordered  that  it  stand  as  a  cross^ 
bill  so  far  as  the  complainant  therein  was  concerned.     The  issii^ 
which  it  tenders  has  been  accepted  by  the  complainant  in  the  fore- 
closure suit,  and  the  controversy  is  before  me  on  its  merits;  att<3 
if  any  amendments  were  necessary  to  an  effectual  and  conclusive 
disposition  of  the  question   whicli  it  raises,  they  would,  und^T 
the  circumstances,  be  made. 

The  proof  is  clear  that  the  assumption  clause  in  the  deed  of 
William  was  inserted  by  the  draughtsman  without  any  direction 
to  do  so  from  the  parties,  or  any  of  them,  and  contrary  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  grantors.     It  further  appears  that  the  deed  was 
deliv^ered  merely  as  a  gift  (a  wedding  present)  of  the  propertr 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  and  witliout  any  consideration  other  than 
natural  affection.     Also  that  the  grantee  was  not  aware  until 
after  the  beginning  of  this  suit  that  the  clause  was  in  the  deed; 
and  further,  that  had  he  known  it  was  there  when  the  deed  was 
tendered  to  him,  he  wouhl  not  have  accepted  the  deed  with  the 
clause  in  it ;  and  that  had  he  bec(^)me  aware,  after  he  received  it 
and  before  suit  brought,  that  it  was  in  the  deed,  he  would  have 
had  it  expunged.     He  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  relief  which  he 
seeks,  but  of  course  no  costs  will  be  awarded  to  him. 

As  to  the  defence  of  Amos  Clark  under  the  release  from  the 
executrix  of  Oakes.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  want  of  good 
faith  in  that  matter,  nor  is  any  bad  faith  even  allied.  Th® 
proof  is  that  the  release  and  its  terms  were  agreed  upon  before 
tlie  original  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed.  Moreover,  there  is  n^ 
evidence  that  the  parties  to  tlie  release,  or  either  of  them,  had, 
when  the  release  was  delivered,  any  knowledge  that  this  suit 
had  been  or  was  about  to  be  instituted.  No  subpoena  had  been 
issued,  nor,  as  far  as  appears,  had  any  notice  of  any  kind  been 
given  them  that  the  suit  had  been  instituted  or  was  about  to  ^ 
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smenced.  The  filing  of  the  bill  was  not  of  itself  notice  of  the 
'inning  of  the  suit.  Haxighv:out  v.  Murphy ,  7  C.  E,  Gr,  531. 
good  faith,  and  with  no  actual  knowledge  of  the  suit,  Clark, 
^u^suance  of  the  agreement  made  in  March,  paid  Mrs.  Oakes 
)0,  and  released  her  and  her  husband's  estate  from  liability 
his  mortgage  for  $10,000  and  interest.  It  is  urged,  on  the 
t  of  the  complainant  in  this  suit,  that  there  is  no  proof  that 
s.  Oakes  was  the  legal  representative  of  her  husband.  But 
proof  on  thai  head  was  necessary,  for  the  bill  itself  states  the 
th  of  Josiah  Oakes,  and  that  his  widow,  Susan  A.  Oakes,  is  the 
tutrix  of  his  last  will  and  testament,  and  his  sole  legatee, 
I  prays  a  decree  for  deficiency  against  her  to  the  extent  of 
ets  received  and  not  otherwise  legally  appropriated.  There 
1  be  no  decree  for  deficiency  against  either  of  the  Clarks. 


Anna  C.  Emery 

V. 

Thomas  Gtordon  et  ux. 

^  mortgage,  given  in  1875,  payable  in  five  years,  was  assigned  by  the  mort- 
reeto  complainant  January  oth,  1876,  and  the  assignment  recorded  Febru- 
'  16th,  1876.  The  bond  and  mortgage  and  assignment  all  remained  in  the 
Ids  of  the  mortgagee,  as  agent  of  the  assignee,  for  the  collection  of  the 
^J^t,  until  November  Ist,  1877,  during  which  time  the  interest  and  part 
the  principal  were  paid  by  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee,  wlio  paid  over 
*  interest  to  the  complainant,  but  none  of  the  principal.  After  November 
V  1877,  similar  payments  were  made  to  the  mortgagee,  who  again  paid  over 
-  interest,  but  not  the  principal. — //e/ci,  that  the  payments  of  the  principal 
^e  to  the  mortgagee  after  the  assignment,  and  while  the  instruments  re- 
^ed  in  his  possession,  mutt  be  credited  on  the  mortgage ;  aliter,  as  to  such 
yments,  after  they  had  been  withdrawn  from  him  by  the  complainant. 


Bill  to  foreclose.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 
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Afr.  A.  Hxtggj  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  defendants,  Gordon  and  wife,  gave  their  mortgage,  dat^^ 
July  14th,  1875,  on  property  in  Camden,  to  Barton  Lowe,  e 
eoutor,  to  secure  the  payment  of  Gordon's  bond  to  Lowe  of  th 
date,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  $3,500  in  five  years,  wi 
lawful  interest,  payable  semi-annually,  with  proviso  that  c^^ 
thirty  days'  default  in  the  payment  of  the  interest,  the  principal 
should  become  due.  On  the  5th  of  January,  1876,  Lowe, 
deed  of  assignment,  assigned  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  the 
plainant.  The  assignment  was  duly  recorded  on  the  16th 
February,  1876.  Tiie  bond,  mortgage  and  assignment  all 
mnined  in  Lowe's  hands  up  to  the  let  of  November,  1877,  wh* 
they  were  withdrawn  by  the  complainant,  who  took  them  loto 
her  own  possession,  and  they  were  never  afterwards,  nor  was  anj' 
of  them,  returned  to  him.  Gordon,  while  they  were  in  Lowe'i* 
hands,  paid  the  interest  to  him,  and  also  81,600  of  the  princijial, 
and  paid  him  the  interest  up  to  January  14th,  1879,  and  $900,also 
on  account  of  principal,  afterwards.  Lowe  paid  the  interest  to  the 
complainant,  but  never  paid  her  any  of  the  principal  which  he 
so  received.  He  receive<l  the  principal  without  her  authority  or 
knowledge,  and  never  informed  her  that  he  had  received  it,  lot, 
on  tiie  other  hand,  paid  over  to  her  interest  on  the  whole  amount 
of  the  mortgage,  not  only  up  to  November,  1877,  but  afterwards, 
and  up  to  and  including  January  14th,  1879. 

In  paying  her  the  interest  after  the  papers  were  withdrawn  from 
him  he  alleges  that  he  did  so  as  Gordon's  agent  He  left  the 
state  in  May,  1879.  When,  in  1878,  the  complainant  learned 
from  Gonlon  that  he  had  made  payments  on  account  of  the  prin- 
cipal to  Lowe,  and  spoke  to  the  latter  about  it,  he  denied  that 
Gordon  had  done  so,  but  said  that  the  alleged  payments  were 
loans  from  Gordon  to  him,  and  not  payments  on  account  of  the 
mortgage.  The  complainant  early  in  January,  1878,  sent 
through  the  post-office  to  Gordon  a  notification  that  no  one  ^ 
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authorized  to  receive  tlie  principal  or  interest  on  the  mortgage  for 
W,  and  thereby  required  him  to  pay  her  in  person.     Botli  lie 
and  she  resided  in  Camden.     He  swears  that  he  did  not,  to  his 
l^nowledge,  receive  the  letter,  and  there  is  no  proof  that  it  came 
to  his  hands.     On  the  8th  of  July,  in  the  same  year,  she  again 
wrote  to  him,  reminding  him  that  the  interest  would  become  due 
ou  the  14tii  of  that  month,  and  requesting  him  to  pay  it  to  her 
'^  person,  or,  in  case  of  her  absence  from  home  when  he  should  call 
^*>r  the  purpose,  to  her  landlady.    He  received  that  letter.    On  the 
■10th  of  December  following  she  again  wrote  to  him,  asking  for  a 
Payment  (to  be  made  the  next  January,  though  it  would  not  then 
^  due)  of  $1,000  on  account  of  the  principal,  and  reminding  him 
^hat  the  interest  would  fall  due  on  the  l4th  of  January.     She 
^ded  that  Judge  Pancoast  would  collect  her  interest,  and  tliat 
^^^  had  put  her  business  into  his  hands.     This  letter,  also,  Gor- 
don admits  that  he  received.     He  did  not  reply  to  it,  however, 
^^til  the  6th  of  January,  1879,  nearly  a  month  after  it  came  to 
"*a  hands,  and  he  then  merely  said,  referring  to  her  request  for 
^ne  payment  on  account  of  principal,  that  he  did  not  owe  so 
^uch  on  the  mortgage  as  she  asked  him  for,  and  that  if  she 
^nted  to  know  the  particulars  she  should  call  on  him  before  the 
Hth  of  January.     It  appears  from  his  testimony  that  on  receiv- 
es the  two  letters  from  her  he  called  on  Lowe  and  showed  them 
^  him,  and  the  latter  told  him  to  pay  no  attention  to  them,  add- 
eg  that  he  (Lowe)  was  "  the  agent  for  the  parties.''     Gordon 
^78  that  when  he  made  the  payments  to  Lowe  he  considered 
*^we  the  owner  of  the  mortgage,  and  indeed  the  receipts  given 
to  him  by  Lowe  after  the  assignment  were  not  given  as  agent  or 
attorney,  but  in  Lowe's  own  name — in  one  instance  as  executor. 
*rom  the  time  when  the  assignment  was  left  for  record  Gordon 
^88  chargeable  with  notice  that  the  complainant  was  the  owner 
^f  the  mortgage  {Rev.  708  §§  32^  34),  and  his  payments  to  Lowe 
*fter  that  time,  on  account  of  it,  could  only  be  allowed  on  the 
S^)und  that  Lowe  was  the  complainant's  agent.     That  he  w^is 
^'^ch  agent  up  to  November,  1877,  she  herself  says.     She  testi- 
^^  that  she  left  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  his  hands  for  about  two 
y^&ts  after  they  had  been  assigned  to  her,  in  order  that  he  might 
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receive  the  interest,  and  nothing  else,  and  she  adds  that  he  was 
her  agent  for  that  purpose,  and  that  after  the  two  years  she  got 
her  papers  from  liira.  The  assignment  was  made  in  July,  1875, 
and  she  took  the  papers  out  of  his  hands  in  November,  1877. 
While  I^)we  thus  had  j)oss(*ssion  of  the  bond  and  mortgage, Gor- 
don could  safely  pay  both  principal  and  interest  to  him.  The 
principal,  indeed,  was  not  due,  but  nevertheless  Lowe  was  the 
complainant's  agent,  and  as  such  had  possession  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  and  payments  made  to  him  on  account  of  the  principal, 
under  such  circumstances,  were  binding  on  her.  But  those  made 
to  him  after  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  taken  out  of  his  pos- 
session, were  not.  The  letter  of  July  8th,  1878,  substantially 
gave  Gordon  noticn;  n<H  to  pay  interest  to  any  one  else  except  the 
complainant  in  person,  or,  in  case  of  her  absence  from  home, 
to  her  landlady.  Gordon  was,  after  the  assignment  was  left  for 
record,  charged  with  the  duty  of  seeing  to  it  that  the  person, 
whether  Lowe  or  any  one  else  (except  the  landlady),  to  whom  he 
should  make  payment,  was  entitled  to  receive  ic.  In  fact,  he 
never  made  any  payment  to  Lowe  as  the  conjplainant's  agent, 
but,  being  unaware  of  the  assignment,  paid  him  as  the  mortgagee, 
and  after  he  received  the  complainant's  letters  of  July  8th  and 
October  10th,  1878,  he  acted  on  Lowe's  assurance  that  they  were 
of  no  imi)ortancc,  and  took  Lowe's  advice  to  pay  no  attention  to 
them.  Under  the  circumstances,  however,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
same  protection  (and  no  more)  as  if  he  had  actually  known  of 
the  fact  of  the  as??ignment,  of  the  fact  that  after  the  assignment 
was  made  Lowe  wjis,  up  to  November  1st,  1879,  the  complain- 
ant's agent,  having  possession  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  as  such, 
and  that  on  that  date  Lowe's  agency  ceased,  and  the  bond  and 
mortgage  were  taken  away  from  him  accordingly.  Ix)we,  by 
gross  fraud,  obtained  from  Gordon,  on  account  of  the  princi|>al 
of  the  mortgage,  §2,500,  which  he  has  never  j>aid  over,  and  that 
money  is  hopelessly  lost.  As  to  $1,600  of  it,  tiie  defendants 
are  entitled  to  protection,  but  as  to  the  rest  they  are  not.  Both 
Gordon  and  the  complainant  are  innocent  parties,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  which  of  them  should  bear  the  loss.  The  defence  of 
ratification  which  is  set  up  is  by  no  means  established.    The 
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'^veight  of  the  evidence  is  against  it.  Up  to  January  14th,  1879, 
interest  was  paid,  as  before  stated,  on  the  whole  amount  of  the 
prinei])al  of  the  bond  and  mortgage.  After  Lowe's  depart- 
ure from  the  state,  which  was  in  May,  1879,  Gordon  re- 
fused to  pay  interest  on  more  than  $1,000  of  principal,  which  he 
insisted  was  all  that  was  unpaid  on  the  mortgage.  Ho  paid  $35 
for  six  months'  intei-est  on  that  sum  on  the  14th  of  July,  1879, 
and  the  bill  was  filed  in  August  following.  The  principal  was 
due,  by  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  on  the  14th  of  July,  1880. 
There  will  be  a  decree  for  the  complainant  for  principal  and' 
interest,  in  accordance  with  the  views  above  expressed. 


P.  Van  Allen  Westervelt 

V, 

Theodore  W.  Frech  et  al. 


On  a  note  made  by  the  complainant  for  the  accommodation  of  the  endorser, 
"With  the  payee's  (the  defendant's)  knowledge  that  it  was  made  for  accommo- 
dation, the  defendant  recovered  a  judgment  at  law.  Afterwards,  the  defend- 
ant, without  the  complainant's  knowlinlge  or  consent,  took  the  endoi-scr's  notes, 
some  of  which  were  paid  and  others  renewed  and  not  paid,  on  which  judg- 
tnent  was  recovered. — Heldy  that  tlie  giving  of  time  to  the  endorser,  by  taking 
hb  notes,  discharged  the  maker  from  liability  on  the  original  judgment. 


Bill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 

Mr,  J.  W.  OrlggSy  for  complainant. 

Mr.  John  Sc/iompy  for  defendants  T.  W.  Frech  &  Co 

The  Chancellor. 

Tiie  object  of  this  suit  is  to  protect  the  complainant  against  a 
judgment  at  law,  recovered  against  him  and  his  brother,  Corne- 
lius C.  Westervelt,  by  Theodore  W.  Freeh  and  Arthur  A.  Ten 
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Eyck  (T.  W.  Freeh  &  Co.,)  October  5th,  1877,  in  the  supreme 
court  of  this  state,  for  $2,650.11,  upon  a  promissory  note  made 
by  the  complainant  for  tlie  accomnjoclation  of  his  brother  Corne- 
lius, to  be  discounted  for  the  latter  by  T.  W.  Freeh  &  Co.    Tbe 
judgment   being   wholly    unpaid,   an   arrangement   was    mail^ 
between    Cornelius  and    Freeh,  on  the  10th  of  December,  fiv^ 
days  after  the  judgment  was  recovered,  by  which  the  former  wau^ 
to  give  to  T.  W.  Freeh  &  Co.  his  cheek  on  a  bank  in  Jersey 
City  for  $86.51,  and    his   note,  at  three  months,  for  $2,700, 
'endorsed  by  Michael  Sandford,  on  the  understanding  and  agree-^ 
ment   that  if  the  check  should   be  paid   on  presentation,  after 
October  17th,  1877,  and  one-half  of  the  note  at  maturity,  with  a 
renewal  at  three  months  for  the  other  half  and  interest,  and  the 
note  given  in  renewal  should  be  paid  in  full  at  its  maturity,  it 
should  be  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  but  the  judgment  was 
"to  be  valid  and  binding  until  the  payment  of  the  note  and  check/'^ 
according  to  the  agreement.     The  check  was  duly  paid;  the  noie 
for  $2,700  was  not.     It  was  renev/ed  as  to  $2,600  of  it ;  two 
notes  being  given  therefor,  one  for  $1,400  at  two  months,  and 
the  other  for  $1,200  at  tiiree  months;  the  balance  being  paid  in- 
cash.     The  note  for  $1,200  was  paid  at  maturity.     The  other 
was  not,  but  renewed.     In  November,  1878,  the  note  last  given- 
in  renewal  thereof  being  unpaid,  the  holder  of  it,  the  Somerset 
County  Bank,  to  which    the    firm  of  T.  W.  Freeh  &  Co.  had 
endorsed  it,  brought  suit  on  it  in  the  supreme  court,  against  Cor- 
nelius C.  Westervelt,    Michael    Sandford,   and    Freeh   and  his^ 
partner.  Ten  Eyck,  and  recovered  judgment  thereon  December 
28th,  1878.     After  the  judgment  was   recovered,  Cornelius  C 
Westervelt  and  Sandford,  by  agreement  with  Freeh,  gave  hiiu 
two  notes  for  $600  each,  and  Cornelius  C.  Wfestervelt  paid  tU^ 
amount  of  the  interest  in  cash.     These  notes  were  given  with  a 
view  to  having  them  discounted  by  the  Somerset  County  Bankt 
and  the  proceeds  used  for  the  payment  of  that  judgment.     They 
appear  not  to  have  been  used  at  all.     In  March,  1880,  an  execu- 
tion was,  for  the  first  time,  issued  on  the  original  judgment,  aoJ 
it  was  levied  on  the  property  of  the  complainant.     He  tbefl 
brought   this  suit   for  relief,  on  the  ground  that  being  a  nici* 
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ty,  and  known  to  Freeh  &  Co.  to  be  such,  and  they  having 
n  an  extension  of  time  to  Cornelius  C.  Westervelt  upon  that 
jiicl^ment,  he  is,  in  equity,  thereby  discharged  from  liability  on 
the  judgment.     He  alleges  that  he  did  not,  until  that  time,  know 
tli£i.t  a  judgment  had  been  entered  against  him,  and  he  alleges, 
^lso,that  during  the  time  between  the  entry  of  the  judgment  and 
the     time  of  the  acceptance,  by  Freeh  &  Co.  of  the  before-men- 
tioned note  of  $1,200,  in  July,  1878,  his  brother  was  solvent,  or, 
^t   1  east,  had  enough  property  to  have  enabled  the  complainant  to 
mdemnify  himself  therefrom  if  he  had  been  compelled  to  pay 
the    judgment  against  him;  but  that  since  the  latter  date  both 
Cornelius  and  Sandford  have  been  insolvent,  and  that  if  he  is 
^^nnpelled  to  pay  the  balance  due  on  the  judgment  against  him, 
"©  -^ill  be  without  recourse  for  his  indemnity,  and  will  be  com- 
pelled to  lose  his  money. 

"Xhe  defendants  insist  that  the  fact  that  the  complainant  was  a 
**ieine  surety  for  his  brother  was  not  known  to  Freeh,  who  trans- 
*<*ed  the  entire  business  for  his  firm  in  taking  the  original  note, 
'hoovering  the  judgment  thereon,  accepting  the  check  and  note 
S'v-en  on  the  10th  of  December  (the  receipt  therefor  was  signed 
V  him),  and  the  rest  of  the  business  in  connection  with  the 
^'^im.  Freeh  says  that  the  paper  which  Cornelius  was  to  obtain 
^^H  send  to  him  to  be  discounted,  was  to  be  endorsed  by  the 
^^"iplainant ;  but,  instead  thereof,  he  received  a  note  made  by 
^"^  complainant  and  endorsed  by  Cornelius.  He  does  not  say 
^^  supposed,  or  had  any  reason  to  think,  that  the  note  was  not 
'^^^i^  accommodation  paper.  The  origin  of  the  note  was  this: 
^rnelius  owed  the  firm  of  T.  W.  Freeh  &  Co.  between  $600 
'^^cj  $700  on  a  note  given  by  him  to  them.  Freeh  called  on  him 
^^^  the  money,  but  he  could  not  pay  it.  In  the  course  of  the 
^Hversation  which  then  took  place  between  them,  Cornelius 
^Ked  him  if  he  could  obtain  a  loan  for  him;  to  which  Freeh 
^plied  that  if  Cornelius  "  would  make  good  paper,''  he  would 
^^ ;  and  he  says  that  Cornelius  then  said  he  would  give  him  a 
*^Qte  endorsed  by  P.  Van  Allen  Westervelt,  of  Paterson.  The 
'^ote  given  to  Freeh  to  be  discounted  was,  as  before  stated,  made 
^y  the  complainant  and  endorsed  by  Cornelius.     Both  Cornelius 
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and  bis  sons,  who  were  present  at  the  conversation,  swear  that; 
what  Cornelius  said  was  tliat  he  thouglit  he  conld  borrow  some- 
good  paper,  and  on  Freeh's  asking  whose  paper  it  would  be,  he 
replied  that  it  would  be  that  of  his  brother  at  Paterson.     There 
is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Freeh  knew  that  the  complainant  was 
merely  an  accommodation  maker.     He  says  he  regarded  Corne- 
lius as  worthless,  but  he  never  made  any  application  to  the  conn— 
plainant  to  pay  the  judgment  until  after  all  his  transactions  witli 
Cornelius,  for  the  payment  of  it,  were  at  an  end.     And  yet  be 
says  it   was   on    the   strength   of  the   complainant's   pecuniary 
responsibility  alone  that  he  took  the  original  note.     In  all  the 
tmnsactions  in  reference  to  the  judgment  after  its  recovery,  he 
dealt  with  Cornelius  as  the  principal  debtor.     He  says,  indeed, 
that  the  agreement  between  him  and  Cornelius,  in  pursuance  of 
which  he  received  the  original  note,  was  that  the  latter  was  to 
give  him  a  note  to  be  made  by  Cornelius  and  endorsed  by  the 
C(implainant,  while  the  note  which  Cornelius  gave  him  was  not 
made  by  the  latter,  but  by  the  complainant,  and  endorsed  by  Cor- 
nelius.    He  knew,  however,  that  the  paper  which  w^as  brought 
to  him  was  made  as  security  for  a  loan  for  Cornelius.     He  says, 
narrating  the  conversation  out  of  which  the  note  came — 

"  He   [Cornelius]    asked   me  if  I  could  not  engineer  a  loan  through  for 
him ;  I  told  him  if  he  made  good  paper,  I  would  try ;  He  said  he  was  ?ery 
short  just  then  and  would  like  to  use  $2,500  or  $3,000 ;  I  told  him  if  he  would 
make  me  a  good  note  for  $2,500  or  $3,000,  and  allow  me  to  deduct  my  hill,  1 
would   discount  the  note  for  him  myself;  he  said  he  would  give  me  a  note 
endorsed  by  P.  Van  Allen  Wesiervelt,  of  Paterson  ;  as  to  the  responsibility  o^ 
P.  Van  Allen  Westervelt,  he  referred  me  to  Mr.  Hogencamp,  of  the  8ecoo» 
Kational  Bank  of  Jersey  City,  who  lived  close  by  him;  and  I  told  him  if31''* 
Hogencamp  said  the  note  was  good,  and  he  would  allow  me  to  deduct  my  hiU? 
I  would  give  him  the  money  ;  he  brought  the  note  to  me ;  I  did  not  know  *  • 
Van  Allen  Westervelt's  signature;  instead  of  his  bringing  a  note  endorsed b*' 
P.  Van  Allen  Westervelt,  he  brought  me  P.  Van  Allen  Westervelt's  note;  I 
Bent  our  bookkeeper  to  Jersey  ('ity  with  the  note  to  show  to  Mr.  Hogencamp  J 
I  took  his  note,  and  that  is  the  note  on  which  this  suit  [the  suit  in  which  th<?^ 
judgment  was  recovered]  was  brought/* 

Cornelius  swears  that  what  he  said  to  Freeh  was   that  be 
thought  he  could  borrow  some  good  pajier ;  that  Freeh  asked 
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im  "  whose  paper  ?"  and  he  replied  that  it  was  the  paper  of  his 
rother  in  Paterson,  and  that  Freeh  said  that  if  he  would  let 
im  keep  his  bill  out  of  it  he  would  discount  it  for  him,  first 
aquiriiig  if  it  was  good.  He  also  says  that  in  a  day  or  two  he 
eoeived  a  telegram  from  Freeh  saying,  "  all  right,  send  it  along,'^ 
nd  he  obtained  the  paper  and  took  it  to  Freeh  accordingly.  His 
on,  Charles  S.,  testifies  that  his  father  told  Freeh  that  he  could 
)orrow  the  notes  of  his,  the  witness's,  uncle  in  Paterson,  or 
bought  he  could,  and  that  Freeh  said  he  would  inquire  into  the 
ancle's  resix)nsibility,  and  let  the  witness's  father  know.  Corne- 
iius,  another  son,  says  his  father  spoke  of  his,  the  latter's,  brother's 
Jotes,  and  asked  whether  if  he  got  his  brother's  notes  Freeh 
vould  discount  them.  He  adds  that  he  understood  from  the 
f>uversation  that  the  notes  were  to  be  merely  accommodation 
»per.  The  complainant,  in  his  bill,  says  Cornelius  applied  to 
rn  to  endorse  his  note  for  discount,  for  his  accommodation,  and 
at  he,  tlie  complainant,  drew  the  note  himself,  and  instead  of 
ciorsing  it,  signed  it  as  maker,  for,  as  he  says,  no  special  reason, 
ti  because  he  thought  that  was  "  the  proper  way  to  draw  a  note 
•^^n  for  accommodation."  The  note  was  made  merely  for  accom- 
odation and  there  was  no  understanding  that  the  paper  to  be 
^^^ivecl  by  Freeh  for  discount  was  to  be  business  paper,  but  as 
4V)re  stated,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  to  be  paper  on  which  the 
plainant  was  to  be  surety,  made  to  secure  a  loan  for  Cornelius, 
agreement  of  December  10th  (made  five  days  after  the  entry 

the  judgment  on  the  original  note),  was  an  agreement  by 
tiich  Freeh,  for  himself  and  his  copartner,  c(3plaintiif  with 
Oq  in  the  judgment,  bound  the  plaintiffs  in  the  judgment  not  to 
'^cute  it,  provided  the  check  and  note  were  paid  according  to  the 
{>ulation ;  that  is,  provided  the  check  should  be  paid  on  pre- 
station after  the  18th  of  October,  1877,  and  one-half  of  the 
^ount  of  the  note  paid  at  maturity  (three  months  after  its  date, 
^tober  9th,  1877),  and  a  renewal  note  made  for  the  other  half, 

three  months,  with  interest,  and  the  note  given  in  renewal 
^ould  be  paid  at  its  maturity.  It  is  true,  the  agreement  stipu- 
les that  the  "judgment  is  to  be  held  valid  and  binding  until 
*ch  payment  of  the  note  and  check,"  but  the  effect  of  that 
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Thome  v.  Andrews. 


Fannie  W.  Thorne 

I*. 

PuRNELL  AV.  Andrews  et  al. 

A  petition  to  set  aside  a  master's  fMile  in  partition  was  dismissed,  where  an 
application  to  the  master  to  adjourn  the  sale  was  made  after  the  sale  had 
iiegun ;  the  price  obtained  for  the  premises  wns  satisfactory ;  the  master's  die- 
cre^un  as  to  selling  nine  lots  in  gross,  fairly  exercised,  and  the  petitioner  was 
in  laches  in  presenting  Iiis  petition. 


In  partition.     On  order  to  show  cause  why  sale  should  not  be 
eet  aside.     On  petition. 

Mr.  C.  A.  Bergen,  for  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  C.  P.  StraUon,  for  complainant. 

Mr.  E.  A.  Armstrong y  for  a  purchaser. 

The  Chancelix)r. 

Application  is  made  to  set  aside  the  master's  sale  in  this  suit, 
on  the  following  grounds :  that  a  reasonable  request  for  an 
adjournment,  made  by  one  of  the  petitioners,  was  refused ;  that 
the  sale  was  a  surprise  on  the  petitioners,  because,  as  they  allege, 
it  was  understood  between  Purnell  AV.  Andrews,  one  of  the 
j)etitioners  (who  was  actinj^  for  all  of  them),  and  the  complain- 
ant's solicitor,  that  the  property  w-as  not  to  be  sold  at  a  sacrifice; 
that  the  sale  was  conducted  in  a  "  mysterious"  way,  and  not 
understood  by  the  persons  present ;  that  the  principal  piece  of 
the  property,  consisting  of  nine  building  lots,  was  sold  as  a  whole, 
when  it  ought  to  have  been  sold  in  lots,  and  that  the  prices 
obtained  for  the  property  at  the  sale  were  inadequate.  Purnell 
W.  Andrews  was  present  at  the  sale,  and  was  able  to  protect  the 
interest  of  himself  and  his  cojjetitioners,  by  bidding  on  and  buy- 
ing in  the  property.     He  not  only  purchased  none  of  it,  but  as 
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to  the  piece  containing  nine  lots,  expressed  himself  satisfied  wit 
the  price  which  it  brought     Moreover,  the  sale  took  place  o 
the  8th  of  January,  1881,  and  he  did  not  file  his  petition  uutil 
month  afterwards,  and  only  four  days  before  the  day  fixed 
tlie  master,  in  the  conditions  of  sale,  for  the  delivery  of  the 
The  property  is  in  Camden,  and  Andrews  lives  in  that  city, 
delay  is  not  explained.    An  examination  of  the  testimony  satisfii 
me  that  the  master  acted  fairly  and  discreetly  in  refu^jing  to  grains  t; 
the  adjournment,  which,  it  should  be  stated,  was  not  asked  fi 
until  after  the  sale  had  begun.     Nor  is  the  allegation  of  surpri 
sustained.     The  conduct  of  the  complainant's  solicitor  appears 
have  been  frank  and  fair,  and  he  seems  to  have  taken  ])ains 
obtain  the  best  price  practicable,  for  the  property.     There  is 
ground  for  the  objection  that  the  sale  was  conducted  in  a  "  mys- 
terious" way,  or  that  it  was  not  understood  by  the  persons  present. 
The  prices  obtained  were  not  only  not  such  as  to  induce  the  court 
U)  set  aside  the  sale  for  inadequacy,  but  they  appear  to  be  sucli 
as,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  sale  was  by  public  auction,  shoo/d 
be  regarded  as  very  satisfactory.     The  master  used  his  discretiorfc 
in  selling  the  piece  containing  nine  lots  as  a  whole,  and,  it  majr 
be  added,  he  appears  to  have  exercised  it  very  judiciously.    Oae 
of  the  other  pieces  of  the  property  was  struck  off  at  f5,  but  the 
title  was  clouded,  and  it  was  bid  in  in  behalf  of  the  estate. 

The  order  to  show  cause  will  be  discharged  and  the  petition 
dismissed,  with  costs. 


Alicia  A.  Smith 

V. 

Richard  Smith. 

On  an  application  for  temporary  alimony  and  counsel  fee,  in  a  suit  for  ^' 
vorce  for  extreme  cruelty,  it  was  argued  that  from  the  statements  of  the  b*^ 
the  cruelty  complained  of  was  the  result  of  the  husband's  insanity. — Held,  t^* 
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a  wife  is  equally  entitled  to  protection  against  extreme  cruelty  on  the  part  of 
her  husband,  where  his  malevolence  is  the  result  of  insane  delusion,  as  where 
it  springs  from  jealousy  or  hatred. 


Bill  for  divorce  for  extreme  cruelty.  Motion  for  alimony 
pendente  lite  and  counsel  fees,  and  other  provision  for  the  conduct 
of  the  suit. 

Mr.  S.  Tidtle,  Mr.  J.  D.  Bedle  and  Mr.  C.  Parlcei^,  for  the 
motion.  • 

Mr.  J.  W.  Taylor  and  Mr.  T.  N.  McCarter,  contra. 

The  Gha^^cellor. 

The  motion  is  made  upon  the  bill,  and  the  affidavits  thereto 
annexed.  The  parties  were  married  November  7th,  1854,  and 
from  that  time  up  to  the  time,  August  28th,  1880,  when  the  com- 
plainant left  her  husband,  they  resided  in  Newark  together.  He 
still  resides  there,  and  carries  on,  as  he  has  for  many  years  past, 
a  large  and  prosperous  business  as  a  jeweller  in  that  city.  When 
the  complainant  left  her  husband  she  went  to  Paterson,  where 
she  has  ever  since  lived.  She  alleges  that  she  was  driven  from  lier 
husband's  house,  and  constrained  to  seek  refuge  elsewhere,  by 
his  extreme  cruelty  towards  her.  According  to  the  bill,  the 
cruelty  consisted  of  (among  other  things)  violent  and  threaten- 
ing conduct,  a  violent  blow  which  he  struck  her  on  the  4th  of 
August,  1880,  and  a  hideous  charge  of  criminality  which  it  is 
unnecessary  now  to  particularize.  It  is  urged,  in  opposition  to 
the  motion,  that  on  the  statements  of  the  bill  itself  the  defend- 
ant must  have  been  insane  when  he  committed  the  acts  com- 
plained of.  But  not  only  does  it  not  apj^ear  that  he  has  ever 
been  adjudged  to  be  insane,  but  it  aj)peai*s  by  the  bill  that,  as 
before  stated,  he  is  engaged  in  a  large  and  successful  business, 
and  has  property,  including  his  investment  in  his  business, 
to  the  amount  of  over  $50,000,  all  of  which  it  seems  he  himself 
manages.     From  this  fact  it  is  a  legitimate  deduction  that  if  he 
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18  insane  at  all,  his  insanity  must  be  partial  merely,  and  does  no"* 
extend  to  his  business  faculties,  nor  affect  him  in  his  ordina 
intercourse  with  society.     A  husband  is,  by  law,  required  to  8U 
port  his  wife,  and  if,  by  his  extreme  cruelty,  he  expels  her  froi  '^^ 
his  house,  he  may  be  compelled  to  support  her  elsewhere.     Nor  m  s 
she  required  by  the  obligations  of  her  matrimonial  duty  to  abiA  ^ 
with  him  when  his  cruel  treatment  of  her  through  malevoleno^^y 
whether  the  result  of  insanity  or  not,  renders  it  dangerous  to  h^^r 
life  or  health  to  continue  to  live  under  the  same  roof  with  hi 
It  i^  sometimes  difficult  to  distinguish  between  the  malevolen 
which  is  the  offspring  of  insanity  and  that  which  is  the  result 
of  the  sway  of  bad  and  unbridled  passion.     For  example,  cooa- 
mon  observation  has  taught  the  unreasonableness  and  inoonsid- 
grateness  of  jealousy  in  a  sound  mind,  and  its  supreme  and  ab- 
solute control  over  its  subject.     Eminent  judges  have  expressed 
tin  unwillingness  to  refuse  the  protection  of  the  court  to  a  wife 
against  cruelty  on  the  part  of  her  husband,  where  the  excuse 
offered  is  eccentricity  or  a  peculiarly  excitable  state  of  mind,  the 
result  of  past  di'sease.     Said  Dr.  Lushington,  in  Dymrt  v.  Djf- 
mH,  1  Rob.  E.  106, 116 : 

"When  I  find  conduct  towards  a  wife  likely  to  prove  dangerous  to  her 
safety,  but  not  in  other  cases,  I  shall  consider  it  within  my  cognizanoe,  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  cause  thereof,  whether  having  arisen  from  nitural 
violence  of  disposition,  from  w^ant  of  moral  control,  or  from  eccentricity.   I^ 
is  for  me  to  consider  the  conduct  itself,  and  its  probable  consequences;  tb« 
motives  and  causes  cannot  liold  the  hand  of  the  court  unless  the  wife  be  to 
blame,  whicli  is  a  wliollv  different  consideration." 

And  Sir  Creswell  Croswell,  judge  ordinary,  in  Curtis  v.  Qtrti^y 
1  Sw.  (fc  Ti;  19:Jy  21Sy  after  quoting  with  approbation  the  abov^ 
language  of  Dr.  Lushington,  proceeds  to  say  : 

"  If,  indeed,  an  act  of  violence  were  committed  under  the  influence  of  an  aci^t^ 
disorder,  sucIj  as  brain  fever,  Jind  it  were  made  clear  that,  the  disorder  haviP^ 
been  subdued,  there  w.is  no  danger  of  a  recurrence  of  such  acts,  the  case  woriW 
be  different.     Bnt  if  tbe  result  of  such  a  disease  has  been  a  new  condiiion  oi 
the  brain,  rendering  the  party  liable  to  fits  of  ungovernable  passion,  whicn 
would  be  dangerous  to  a  wife,  then  undoubtedly  this  court  is  bound  toem*''' 
cipate  her  from  such  peril." 
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It  would  not  be  proper  or  justifiable  in  this  case,  at  this  stage, 
to  conclude  that  the  defendant's  conduct  is  the  result  of  insanity 
or  insane  delusion,  and  therefore  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  deter- 
mine whether,  if  the  cruelty  complained  of  be  shown  to  be  the 
i*esult  of  insane  delusion  in  a  mind  in  other  respects  sound,  it 
would  not  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  relieve  the  complainant  by 
a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  from  the  risk  to  which  she  would 
be  subjected  by  living  with  her  husband.  Nevertheless,  it  is  not 
out  of  place  to  say  that  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  a  wife  is  equally 
entitled  to  protection,  under  our  divorce  law,  against  extreme 
cruelty  on  the  part  of  her  husband,  where  his  malevolence  is  the 
result  of  insane  delusion,  as  where  it  springs  from  jealousy  or 
hatred.  A  distinction  is  to  be  made  between  such  a  case  and  a 
case  where  the  husband  is  shown  to  be  insane  generally.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  wife  may  obtain  protection  through  appropriate 
proceedings  to  cause  her  husband  to  be  declared  a  lunatic.  A 
man  may,  as  is  well  known,  be  mentally  competent  to  transact 
all  business,  and  still  be  the  subject  of  insane  delusion  as  to  a 
particular  individual.  Or,  as  Lord  C.  J.  Cockburn  expresses  it 
in  Banks  v.  Goodfellow,  L.  R,  {5  Q.  B.)  5^9,  560  : 

"  There  oAen  are  delusions,  which,  though  the  of&pring  of  mental  disease, 
and  so  far  constituting  insanity,  yet  leave  the  individual  in  other  ra^pects 
rational,  and  capable  of  transacting  the  ordinary  aflairs  and  fulfilling  the 
duties  and  obligations  incidental  to  the  various  relations  of  life.'' 

^here  a  man  is  capable  of  managing  his  estate  and  discharg- 
ing all  his  duties  towards  every  one  else  except  his  wife,  whom 
lie  maltreats  because  of  insane  delusion  as  to  her,  rendering  asso- 
ciation with  him  by  her  unsupiK)rtable  and  unsafe,  and  {)erhaps 
even  endangering  her  life,  it  would  be  irrational  to  deny  her  the 
Pi^tection  of  the  law  which  accords  to  a  wife  a  separate  mainten- 
ance out  of  her  husband^s  estate,  when  necessary  to  protect  her 
i^^m  his  brutality.     The  motion  will  be  granted.     The  tenipo- 
J^^y  alimony  will  be  fixed  at  the  rate  of  $1,000  a  year,  payable 
^^  ^ual  monthly  installments,  and  to  begin  with  the  date  of  the 
"'ing  of  the  bill,  which  appears  to  have  been  some  months  after 
^^    complainant  left  her  husband.     If  it  should  be  made  to 
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idjuilged  to  he  in  contempt  of  this  court,  and  it  was  ordered  that 
or  his  contempt  he  he  committed  to  the  jail  of  Camden  county. 
The  contempt  was  his  refuwil  to  obey  an  order  in  tiiis  suit  re- 
luiriiig  him  to  i^Siy  uVuinyuy  pendente  Hie  at  the  rate  of  §10  a 
veek.      lie  was  in  default  in  the  payment  for  many  months. 
;Ie  had  in  fact  paid  nothing  from  August  Ist,  1878.     The  order 
or  the  commitment  was  maik^  on  due  notice  and  a  full  hearing. 
le  now  asks  to  be  released  from  his  confinement.     Lie  has  not 
>aid  the  alimony  for  non-payment  whereof  he  was  adjudged  to 
)e  in  contempt,  nor  anything  on  account  of  it,  and  he  has  paid 
lotiiing  for  the  support  of  his  wife  and  children  since  the  Ist 
►f  August,  1878.     He  does  not  appear  to  have  nuide  any  effort 
o  ]>:iy  anything.     He  has  had   property  out  of  which  he  could 
lave  paid  the  alimony.     After  he  was  committed  he  conveyed 
o  his  mother  valuable  real  estate,  consisting  of  houses  and  lots 
n  Philadelphia  which  he  inherited  from  his  father,  and  he  ap- 
jearri  also  to  have  conveyefl  to  her  land  in  Camden  belonging  to 
liiu.     When  he  was  committed  he  owned  a  right  for  his  life  to 
.he  rents  of  two  other  houses  and  lots  in  Philadelphia,  which  he 
had  previously  conveyed  to  two  of  his  children,  subject  to  that 
right.     He  appears  to  have  deliberately  made  the  conveyance  to 
his  mother,  and  for  no  valuable  consideration  ;  and  it  seems  quite 
evident  that  he  made  it  to  defeat  the  order  for  alimony.     There 
is    no  evidence  that  he  could  recover   the  property  from   his 
mother,  if  he  were  required  to  do  so  as  terms  of  his  release.    He 
He  has  not  cleared  his  contempt,  but  I  think  the  authority  of 
the  court  which  he  set  at  naught  has  been  vindicated  in  the  im- 
prisonment which  he  has  undergone.     I  will  therefore  discharge 
him  on  his  transferring  to  a  receiver  the  right  to  rents  before 
mentioned,  in  order  that  those  rents  may  be  aj)plied  under  the 
onler  of  this  court  to  the  payment  of  alimony  ordered  or  to  be 
ordered  in  this  suit,  or  other  payments  which  he  may  be  required 
to  make  in  this  cause ;  and  he  will  be  required  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  order  of  commitment,  and  also  a  fine  of  $5  to  the  clerk 
of  this  court  for  the  use  of  the  state,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.     Rev.  1£4.  §  lOS. 
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Thomas  B.  Frome  et  al. 


r. 


The  Board  of  Chosen  Freeholders  of  the  Couimr 

OF  Warren. 

An  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved  merely  because  the  complainant,  in  his 
bill,  has  unintentionally  misstated  some  of  the  facts-  on  which  his  daim  to 
relief  is  founded,  such  misstatements  not  afiecting  the  merits. 


Bill  for  relief.    Motion  to  dissolve  injunction.   On  bill,  answer 
and  affidavits. 

Jfr.  N,  Harris  and  J/r.  /.  O.  Shipman,  for  the  motion. 

J/r.  L,  De  Witt  Taylor,  contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  filed  for  relief  against  a  judgment  at  law,  recovered 
by  the  defendants  against  the  complainants,  Thomas  P.  Frome, 
John  F.  Van  Sickle  and  William  P.  Hance,  and  Robert  P.  Ram- 
say, now  deeeaseil,  on  the  31st  of  December,  1879,  in  the  Warren 
circuit  court,  upon  a  bond  given  by  the  tlefendants  in  the  judg- 
ment to  the  defendants  in  this  suit  in  May,  1877,  with,  and  as 
sureties  for  Samuel  Frome,  on  his  official  bond,  as  steward  of  the 
Warren  county  poor-house.  His  term  of  office,  in  respect  to 
which  the  bond  was  given,  was  one  year  from  the  12th  of  May, 
1877.  The  condition  of  the  bond  appears  to  have  been  that  he 
should  faithfully  j)erform  his  duties  as  such  steward,  and  render 
a  true  account  of  the  property  and  money  of  the  establishment 
which  might  come  to  his  hands  or  possession.  The  bill  alleges 
that  the  judgment  was  recpvere<l  not  on  that  bond  (as  to  which, 
and  the  suit  brought  by  the  defendants  in  this  suit  thereon,  the 
bill  is  silent),  but  on  an  alleged  like  official  bond  said  to  have 
been  given  by  the  same  persons  with,  and  as  sureties  for,  Frome, 
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as  Steward  for  the  year  beginning  May  12th,  1876.  The  com- 
plainants deny  tliat  any  such  bond  as  that  last  mentioned  was 
ever  given,  and  allege  that  when  suit  was  brought  upon  such 
alleged  bond,  Frome  undertook  to  attend  to  their  defence  in  tl>e 
action  for  them,  and  employ  counsel  for  them  accordingly.  The 
bill  was  evidently  based  on  the  supposition  that  the  judgment 
was  entered  in  that  suit,  but  it  ap(>ears  by  the  answer  that  it  was 
not,  but  was  founded  on  the  bond  given  in  May,  1877,  upon 
which  suit  was  brought  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  court 
as  on  the  other  bond  said  to  have  been  given  for  the  year  next 
preceding.  It  is  not  only  not  claimed  by  the  answer  or  by 
Jefendants  counsel  in  argument,  that  the  sureties  were  liable 
under  the  bond  given  for  the  year  commencing  May  12th,  1877, 
for  default  in  accounting  for  money  received  in  the  year  next 
prece<ling,  but  the  contrary  is  conceded,  an«l  yet  it  appears  very 
Lrkarly  that  the  judgment  was  entered  for  default,  in  accounting 
f?r  money  received  from  one  John  F.  McClellan,  in  February, 
1877,  and  therefore  within  the  preceding  official  year.  The 
Jeclaration  in  the  suit,  according  to  the  answer,  alleged  for 
breach,  Frome's  failure  to  account  for  money  received  by  him 
between  the  11th  of  May,  1877,  and  the  12th  of  May,  1878. 
The  suit  brought  on  the  bond  alleged  to  have  been  given  in 
May,  1876,  was  disa)n tinned,  and  the  other  was  proceeded  in. 
An  attorney  appeared  in  the  latter  suit,  for  the  principal  and 
sureties,  and  pleaded  for  them,  and  there  was  a  trial,  by  consent, 
before  the  judge,  without  a  jury  (a  jury  being  waived),  and  judg- 
ment was  enten^d  for  a  sum  agreed  upon  between  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  suit  and  the  attorney  for  the  defendants  therein.  The 
inswer  also  alleges  that  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment 
should  not  be  opened  was  taken  in  behalf  of  the  defendants  in 
:bat  suit,  or  some  of  them,  and  was  discharged  because  it  was  not 
pursued.  But  it  appears  by  the  answer  that  the  rule  was  taken, 
)ii  the  supposition  that  the  judgment  had  been  entered  on  the 
illegfd  bond  of  May,  1876,  which  the  answer  says  was  not  true. 
The  complainants  insist  that  the  attorney  who  appeared  for  the 
lefendants  in  the  action,  which  was  prosecuted  to  judgment,  was 
lot  retained  by  them  therein,  and  had  no  authority  to  consent  to 
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Thomas  J.  Carlton,  the  complainant's  testator,  in  November, 
1878.  When  they  were  given,  an  agreement  in  writing,  under 
seal,  was  made  and  delivered  by  and  between  the  company 
and  Carlton,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  company  liad 
made  the  bill  of  sale  to  Carlton  for  the  wine  and  casks  (which 
it  was  thereby  stated  were  then  set  apart  to  him  in  the  cellar  of 
the  company),  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt 
($8,000)  in  eighteen  months  from  that  date,  witli  interest,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  wine  was  to  be  stored  and  taken  care  of  by  the 
company  free  of  expense,  for  the  eighteen  months,  unless  it 
should  be  sooner  sold,  and  that  Alexander  \V.  Peai*son,  presi- 
dent of  the  company,  should  be,  and  he  was  thereby  appointed, 
irrevocably,  the  agent  of  Carlton  for  the  eighteen  months  (pro- 
vided he  should  act  in  accordance  with  the  agreement)  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  wine  in  such  quantities  as  he  might  choose,  and, 
as  fjist  as  it  should  be  sold,  to  j)ay  to  Carlton  the  sum  of  sixty-eight 
cents  per  gallon  therefor,  or  secure  the  payment  thereof  by  approved 
security  before  the  wine  should  Ije  removed  from  the  cellar;  that 
Pearson  might  reserve  out  of  the  sales  the  excess  over  and  above 
the  sixty-eight  cents  |)er  gallon  for  the  company  as  its  compensation 
for  storing,  selling  jind  taking  care  of  the  wine.  And  Pearson 
thereby  agreed  for  the  company  to  take  care  of  and  keep  the 
wine  up  to  its  then  standard  and  not  to  allow  it  to  deteriorate 
in  value,  and  also  to  use  all  diligence  in  selling  it.  And  it  was 
thereby  agreed  that  Carlton  should  have  free  across  to  the  wine 
at  all  reasonable  times,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  and  that 
as  soon  as  enough  of  it  should  be  sold  to  pay  the  debt  and  in- 
terest the  rest  should  he  reconveyed  to  the  company.  It  was 
also  expressly  agreed  that  the  wine  should  be  insured  to  the 
amount  of  §8,000,  and  the  loss  made  payable  by  the  policy  to 
Carlton.  The  defence  set  up  by  the  answer  is  that  it  was 
agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  company  should,  if  it  should 
not  be  able  to  sell  the  wine  in  the  eighteen  months,  have  such 
further  time  as  would  be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  j)urpose, 
and  that  Carlton,  in  June,  1879  (l)efore  the  eighteen  months  had 
expired),  surreptitiously  got  |)osses8ion  of  the  cellar,  and  forcibly 
excluded  Pearson  from  it,  and  thenceforward  refused  to  permit 
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him  to  take  care  of  the  wine  or  to  sell  it,  denied  his  right  to  sell 
at  all,  and  would  not  permit  him  to  show  the  wine  to  persons 
desiring  to  purchase,  and  would  not  permit  it  to  be  inspected  at 
all  by,  or  shown  to  anybody,  prevented  Pearson  from  carrying 
on  the  legitimate  business  of  the  company,  and  gave  him  a 
notice  dated  May  13th,  1880,  revoking  the  authority  to  sell  giveo 
by  the  agreement,  and  forbidding  him  to  remove,  handle  or  dis- 
pose of  any  of  the  wine.  The  answer  claims  damages  to  the 
amount  of  §4,000  for  injury  to  the  wine  by  the  before-men- 
tioned refusal  of  access  to  it,  and  asks  for  further  time  to  sell  it 
to  raise  the  money  which  the  court  may  determine  is  equitably 
due  on  the  mortgage.  The  proof  does  not  sustain  the  answer. 
It  appears  that  Pearson  was  not  at  any  time  denied  access  to  the 
wine,  but,  on  the  contrary,  had  free  access  to  it  at  all  times,  and 
was  fully  at  liberty  to  take  all  necessary  and  proper  measures  to 
preserve  it.  It  also  appears  that  he  was  never  prevented  from 
carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company  on  the  premises,  was 
never  prevented  from  showing  the  wine,  and  that  inspection  was 
never  denied  to  |)ensons  propasing  to  purchase ;  that  Carlton, 
for  the  protection  of  the  property  against  theft,  was  comj)elled 
to  keep  a  watchman  on  the  premises,  and  that  his  executrix,  in 
the  spring  of  1880,  was  compelled  to  get  the  property  insured  at 
the  expense  of  the  estate,  and  in  November  of  the  same  year 
was  compelled  to  buy  in  the  mortgaged  real  estate  at  a  sale 
thereof  for  the  unpaid  taxes  of  1879  thereon  ;  that  Carlton  was 
willing,  while  the  agency  laste<l,  that  Pearson  should  sell  any 
quantity  of  the  wine  from  any  cask,  provided  he  would  take 
care  of  the  remainder  in  the  cask,  and  keep  it  in  good  condition, 
and  that  Carlton  did  not  give  the  notice  of  revocation  until 
July  16th,  1880,  almost  two  months  after  the  expiration  of  the 
period  of  eighteen  mouths.  It  is  further  proved  that  the  win^ 
is  all  in  good  condition  exce|)t  one  cask,  which  was  spoiled  by 
Pearson's  drawing  eleven  gallons  out  of  it  for  his  own  purj)Ose?, 
in  November,  1879,  and  supplying  their  j)lace  with  sweetened 
water.  All  the  evidence  on  the  subject  of  the  verbal  under- 
standing alleged  to  have  l>een  had  before  and  when  the  agree- 
ment was  made  in  reference  to  allowing  further  time  beyond 
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eighteen  months  for  the  sale  of  the  wine  is,  for  ob- 
8  reasons,  wholly  incompetent.  The  witnesses  to  it,  Mr. 
•son  and  Mr.  House,  say  the  understanding  was  that  if  the 
teen  months  should  prove  not  to  he  long  enough,  the  time 
>ayment  would  be  extended  until  the  wine  should  be  sold, 
the  first  place,  the  mortgage  money  is  made  payable  in 
teen  months,  and  the  contemporaneous  agreement  in  writing 
ides  that  the  president  of  the  company  shall,  for  the  same 
,  have  power  to  sell  the  mortgaged  chattels  to  pay  off  the 
tgage.  In  the  answer,  it  is  said  that  when  the  bond  and 
tgage  and  bill  of  sale  were  given  it  was  understood  and 
ed  that  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  not  io  be  paid  until  the 
5  covered  by  the  bill  of  sale  could  be  sold.  All  the  evidence 
his  subject  is  parol  testimony,  and  is  in  contrariety  to  the 
I  and  mortgage  and  written  agreement,  and  is  therefore  in- 
3etent.  French  v.  Griffin,  8  C.  E.  Ch\  ^79.  There  will  be 
aree  in  accordance  with  the  views  above  expressed. 


Edward  G.  Brown 

V. 

Peter  Balen  et  al. 

^here  a  bill  alleged  that  a  deed  was  given  merely  to  secure  a  debt,  and 
iswers  admitted  tliat  the  grantors  made  a  certain  deed  in  writing,  of 
date  and  of  such  ])nrport  and  effect  as  in  tlie  bill  mentioned  and  set 
—Jlfld,  not  to  be  such  an  admission  of  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  deed 
preclude  all  inquiry  on  the  subject. 

Joraplainant  held  a  mortgage  on  an  undivided  two-thirds  interest  in  cer- 
ands,  to  secure  debts  owing  to  him  by  the  two  holders  of  that  interest, 
duce  the  owner  of  the  remaining  third  to  join  in  an  absolute  conveyance 
»  premises  to  him,  he  agreed  to  personally  assume  two  prior  mortg:iges 
)n. — Held,  that  he  could  not  afterwards  have  such  assumption  expunged 
his  deed,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake,  and  have  such  dbed  declared 
a  mere  security  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  two  grantors. 
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Bill  for  relief.     On  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs. 
Mr.  F.  Bergen,  for  complainant. 
Mr.  N.  Runymiy  for  defendants. 

The  Chanoellor. 

The  bill  is  tiled  to  reform  a  deed  dated  March  20th,  1877^ 
given  by  Charles  A.  Hunter,  William  J.  Leeds,  and  Martin  M. 
Thorn,  to  the  complainant,  Edward  G.  Brown,  for  land  in  the 
city  of  Plainfield.  The  rectification  sought  is  the  expunging  of 
the  following  clause : 

"This  conveyance  is  made  subject  to  two  mortgages  now  on  said  premises, 
one  held  by  Peter  Balen  for  seven  thousand  dollars,  the  other  held  byChirles 
Hyde  for  four  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  which,  with  the  interest  due 
thereon,  the  party  of  the  second  part  is  to  assume  and  pay,  as  a  part  of  the- 
consideration  money  herein  mentioned." 

The  deed  expresses  a  consideration  of  $12,500.  The  ground 
stated  in  the  bill  for  the  relief  sought,  is,  in  brief,  that  the  deed 
was  in  fact  a  mortgage,  and  made  and  taken  only  as  such,  to 
secure  an  existing  indebtedness,  and  that  the  clause  in  question 
was  inserted  without  the  complainant's  knowledge  or  consent, 
and  by  mistake  of  the  scrivener,  or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
grantors. '  The  bill  gives  the  following  account  of  the  giving  of 
the  deed:  that  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  deed,  Leeds 
and  Hunter  were,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  thereto  had  been, 
and  at  the  filing  of  the  bill  still  were,  indebted  to  the  complain- 
ant in  the  sum  of  $50,000,  or  thereabouts,  which  he  had  from 
time  to  time  lent  to  them  ;  that  prior  to  the  making  of  the  deed, 
and  after  that  indebtedness  had  accrued,  it  was  agreed  between 
him  and  them  that  they  should  give  him  such  security  for  the 
indebtedneas  as  they,  or  cither  of  them,  were  able  to  give  or  fur- 
nish ;  that  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement  they  gave  him  tlie 
deed  in  question,  together  with  certain  mortgages  and  other  deed* 
for  that  purpose ;  that  at  the  time  or  times  of  the  delivery  of 
those  deeds,  it  was  expressly  agreed  and  stipulated  between  theift 
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and  him  that  the  deeds,  and  esieli  of  thera^  and  the  property 
therein  conveyed,  and  the  mortgages,  should  be  held  by  him  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  money  due  to  him  as  before 
mentioned,  and  in  no  other  manner,  and  that  upon  the  payment 
of  the  money  the  deeds  should  be  void,  and  the  property 
described  in  them  reconveyed  by  him  to  the  grantors  or  parties 
nameil  by  them,  and  tlie  mortgages  canceled.  The  bill  further 
states,  in  the  same  connection,  that  at  the  time  of  the  making 
and  delivery  of  the  dee<l  in  question  the  complainant  held  the 
bond  of  Leeds  and  Hunter,  dated  December  7th,  1875,  for 
^15,000  and  interest,  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  two  undivided 
thirds  of  the  land  subsequently  conveyed  to  him  by  the  deed, 
which  mortgage  was  never'  recorded  ;  that  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage were  never  surrendered  or  delivered  up,  but  are  still  held 
by  him  ;  that  they  were  given  to  secure  part  of  the  before-men- 
tioned indebtedness,  and  that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  a  mort- 
gage upon  two- thirds  of  the  property,  and  demanded  of  them 
that  they  should  give  him  security  on  the  whole  of  the  land,  and, 
it  is  added,  the  conveyance  in  question  was  made  in  compliance 
with  that  demand.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  one  of  the  grantors, 
Thorn,  who  was  the  owner  of  an  undivided  third  of  the  property, 
was  not  indebted  to  the  complainant.  The  answers  of  the 
defendant  deny  expressly  and  explicitly  that  the  clause  sought  to 
be  expunged  was  inserted  without  the  complainant's  knowle<lge 
or  consent,  or  by  fraud  or  mistake. 

At  this  stage,  it  will  be  convenient  to  dispose  of  a  point  made 
and  insisted  upon  by  the  complainant,  that  inasmuch  as  the  bill 
allies  that  the  deed  was  given  for  security,  and  the  answers  all 
admit  that  the  grantors,  Hunter,  Leeds  and  Thorn,  and  their 
wives,  "  made  and  executed  a  certain  deed,  or  instrument  in 
writing,  of  such  date  and  of  such  purport  and  effect,  as  in  the 
complainant's  bill  is  mentioned  and  set  forth,''  this  is  an  admis- 
ision  of  the  fact  that  the  deed  was  made  merely  as  and  for  a 
mortgage,  and  precludes  all  inquiry  on  the  subject.  But  that 
position  cannot  be  maintained.  The  bill  sets  forth  the  deed 
Verbatim^  and  the  admission  under  consideration  is  merely  that 
the  instrument  was  given,  and  without  admitting  or  denying  that 
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it  was  exactly  as  stated  in  the  bill,  conceding  that  it  was  inde^^j 
.substantially  so. 

The  proof  is  that  the  deed  was  taken  as  an  absolute  convey- 
ance of  the  property.      The  testimony  of  the  complainant  oh 
this  point  is  subject  to  mucli  criticism.     He  at  first  says  that  tie 
proposition  to  convey  to  liim  came  from  Leeils  and  Hunter,  who 
were  moved  to  make  the  conveyance  by  the  pecuniary  ilifficulties 
they  were  in ;  that  he  never  read  the  deed  and  did  not  think  it 
worth  recording.     To  the  question  "  How  did  you  happen  to  get 
that  deed  ?"  he  answers  : 

"They  wjinted  to  give  it  to- me;  they  were  gettinj?  into  some  trmibiewilh 
some  debts  tlint  they  owed,  and  they  thoiigli^  ihey  had  better  give  me  a  deed 
of  it  J  I  don't  know  that  I  ever  read  it  over ;  Mr.  Hunter  miglit  have  read  it 
to  me  ;  I  don't  remember  his  ever  reading  it,  but  still  he  might  have  done  so; 
I  did  not  have  it  recorded,  because  I  did  not  think  it  worth  recording;  I  knew 
that  other  creditors  of  Leeds  and  Hunter  were  pressing  them  for  money  at  the 
time  the  deed  was  given." 

NoV  this  is  not  only  in  contrariety  to  his  subsequent  admisBion 
in  his  testimony,  that  he  found  fault  because  the  mortgage  for 
§15,000  was  not  on  the  whole  proj)erty,  and  they  said  they  would 
give  him  a  deed  for  the  wliole,  but  it  is  in  direct  conflict  with 
the  statement  of  the  bill  as  to  the  origin  of  the  deed.  The  bill 
says  that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  a  mortgage  on  two-thirds  of 
the  land,  and  demanded  of  Leeds  and  Hunter  that  they  should 
give  hinisecurity  upon  the  whole  of  the  land,  and  that  the  deed 
was  made  in  compliance  with  that  demand.  In  this  connection 
it  mav  be  remarked  that  in  his  testimony  he  says  he  cared 
nothing  for  the  fact  that  the  mortgage  was  only  on  two-thinhof 
the  property,  and  that  he  considi'red  the  mortgage  as  good  as  the 
deed,  for  there  was,  in  his  judgment,  nothing  in  the  pro|)erty 
over  the  I^alen  and  Hyde  mortgages.  But  the  letter  written  by 
him  to  Mr.  Hyde,  dated  April  5th,  1877  (the  deed  was  raadeiu 
March  of  that  year),  is  cogent  and  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the 
chara(!ter  of  the  conveyance,  and  is  proof  that  he  regarded  it »» 
a  deed  for  the  land  to  him  as  the  purchaser  thereof,  and  tbft^ 
under  ii  he  would  be  the  absolute  owner  of  the  property.  It*^ 
as  follows : 
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'*  I  have  purchased  from  Messrs.  Leeds  and  Hunter,  and  Martin  M.  Thorn, 
ihe  property  on  Water  street  and  Westervelt  avenue,  Plainfield,  subject  to 
:wo  mortgages  of  $7,000  and  $!4,o00,  respectively,  the  latter  held  by  yourself, 
ind  the  accrued  interest  on  the  same,  provided  there  are  no  other  claims 
igainst  the  property.  I  have  been  very  busy,  but  just  as  soon  as  I  have  the 
itie  examined  and  find  it  all  right,  I  will  see  that  the  interest  is  satisfactorily 
idjusted. 

The  evirlen*e  shows  tliat  the  complainant  sought  and  obtained 
the  conveyance  as  a  deed  absolute,  and  that  he  insisted  upon 
having  it  because  he  couhl  thas  acquire  the  interest  of  Thorn  in 
the  ownership  of  the  property.  Hunter  testifies  that  the  com- 
plainant said  to  him  that  tliis  property  was  the  only  one  Leeds 
ind  Hunter  had  which  was  worth  anything,  and  he  wanted  them 
to  get  him  a  deed  for  the  whole  of  it ;  that  Hunter  told  the  com- 
[)laiuaut  that  they  could  not  do  that,  tliat  Thorn  would  not  give 
lip  his  interest.  He  also  swears  that  in  a  subsequent  conversa- 
:iou  he  told  the  complainant  that  if  he,  Brown,  would  assume 
;he  responsibility  of  the  mortgages  on  the  property  (referring  to 
:he  Balen  and  Hyde  mortgages),  he  thought  Thorn  would  give 
jp  his  interest,  and  he  adds,  **  Mr.  Brown  consented  to  that  and 
iaid  that  he  would  take  it  and  be  responsible  for  the  claims 
[meaning  the  two  mortgages]  on  it,  and  pay  up  the  interest  right 
iway.*'  He  says  he  saw  Thorn  on  the  subject,  and,  in  view  of 
;he  assumption,  the  latter  consented  to  convey  his  interest  to 
Brown.  He  further  testifies  that  it  was  perfe(!tly  understood 
between  the  complainant  and  himself  tiiat  the  former's  assump- 
;ion  of  the  mortgages  was  the  consideration  to  be  given  to  Thorn 
br  giving  up  his  interest  in  tlie  pro[)erty.  He  iswears  also  that 
he  complainant  requested  him  and  Ix^eds  to  get  him  a  deed  for 
he  property,  and  adds,  *^  not  as  security ;  he  wanted  the  pro[>- 
rty  absolutely."  That  the  complainant  agreed  to  assume  the 
iiortgages  is  positively  sworn  to  by  Hunter,  who  conducted  the 
egotiation  of  the  transaction  for  himself  and  Leeds.  Thorn,  as 
•efore  stated,  owed  the  complainant  notliing.  He  did  not  see  or 
ommunicate  with  him,  except  through  Hunter,  in  the  transac- 
ion.  It  is  proved  that  the'  consideration  of  his  conveyance  of 
lis  interest  in  the  property  was  the  complainant's  assumption  of 
he  Balen  and  Hyde  mortgages,  and  that   alone.     As  to  him. 
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then,  there  is  no  pretence  either  <^  mistake  or  fraud,  and  as  to 
Hunter  and  Leeds,  the  evidence  establishes  none.  The  com- 
plainant knew  the  contents  of  the  deeil  when  he  accepted  it. 
Hunter  swears  that  the  complainant  read  it  in  his  presence,  and 
after  reading  it,  said  that  before  he  accepted  it,  he  wanted  to 
know  whether  Hyde's  mortgage  could  stand,  and  when  Hunter 
assured  hiui  that  it  could,  he  refuseil  to  take  his  word  for  it,  bat 
went  out  that  day  from  New  York  to  Plainfield,  and  saw  Mr. 
Hyde  on  the  subject.  After  seeing  Hyde,  he  said  he  would  take 
the  property.  The  complainant,  while  he  denies  that  he  read 
tlie  deed  himself,  admits  that  Hunter  may  have  read  it  to  him. 
The  complainant  has  failed  to  establish  his  right  to  the  relief 
which  he  seeks.     The  bill  will  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 


John  Gill,  surviving  executor  &c., 

V. 

Harriet  Roberts  et  al. 

1.  A  testator  directed  his  executors  to  divide  the  income  from  his  estate  is 
follows:  one-third  to  his  wife;  one-third  to  her  then  unborn  child,  if  itshoald 
live,  and  ihe  other  third  to  his  son  Benjamin  ;  that  if  either  child  should di* 
or  the  unborn  one  should  not  be  born  alive,  the  survivor  should  receive  the 
other's  share ;  that  if  lx>th  children  should  not  attain  twenty-one,  or  should 
die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  their  estates  should  go  to  testator's  brother 
David's  children,  etiually  ;  that  the  share  of  each  child  should  be  paid  to  him 
on  his  attaining  his  majority,  and  they  should  also  receive  their  mother* 
share  at  her  death. 

Testator  died  in  18*29  ;  his  posthumous  child  was  born  alive,  but  died  in  in- 
fancy in  1830;  Benjamin  attained  his  majority,  and  died  in  1853,  unmarried, 
without  issue  and  intestate.  Testat<>r's  brother  David  had  two  children.  The 
widow  dietl  in  ISld—JSeld,  that  David's  children  took  the  share  left  to  the 
widow,  not  under  the  will,  but  as  next  of  kin  of  Benjamin. 


Bill  of  interpleader.     On  final  hearing. 

* 
Mr.  A,  C,  Scovelf  for  complainant. 

3fr,  A.  Brow))l)ig,  for  defendant  Samuel  E.  Clement. 
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The  Chancellor. 

Jacob  Roberts,  late  of  Gloucester  county,  deceased  (he  died 
April  27th,  1829),  by  his  will  of  April  24th,  1829,  after  certain 
bequests,  directed  his  executors  to  sell  his  undivided  interest  in  a 
specified  tract  of  land,  and  then  directed  them  to  sell  all  the  re- 
mainder of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  as  soon  as  they  might 
think  best,  and  directed  that  then,  after  paying  all  his  just  dehts,^ 
they  should  put  the  balance  of  his  estate  at  interest ;  and  he  dis- 
posed of  the  annual  interest  therefrom  as  follows  :  his  then 
(second)  wife  was  to  receive  one-third  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  and 
her  unborn  child,  if  it  should  live,  was  to  receive  a  third,  and 
the  testator's  son  Benjamin  (then  a  minor),  the  other  third. 
And  he  provided  that  if  cither  of  his  children  "should  die,"  or 
his  wife's  child  should  not  be  born  alive,  the  *^survivor"  should 
receive  the  other's  share,  and  if  both  of  the  children  should  not 
live  to  attain  to  majority,  or  should  die  without  leaving  lawful 
issue,  their  "estates"  should  go  to  his  brother  David's  children, 
in  equal  shares.  And  further,  that  when  his,  the  testator's, 
children  should  arrive  at  majority  they  should  receive  their  thirds^ 
principal  and  interest,  and  also  their  "  mother's"  (his  widow's) 
ihare  of  the  principal  at  her  death,  but  not  before ;  but  if  eitliei- 
)f  them  should  die,  the  survivor  should  receive  the  other's  share^ 
nd  if  neither  of  them  should  live  to  that  period,  their  shares 
hould  go  to  his  brother  David's  (children,  or  the  survivor  of 
hem.  The  testator's  wife's  child  was  born  alive,  but  died  in 
afaney,  May  17th,  1830.  Benjamin,  the  testator's  eldest  child^ 
ived  to  attain  his  majority  and  died  January  21st,  1853,  unmar- 
ied,  without  issue  and  intestate.  The  testiitor's  brother  David 
iad  two  children,  John  K.  Roberts  and  Mrs.  Clement.  The 
eitter  died  in  1858  leaving  a  husband  (still  surviving)  and  two 
hildren.  Her  husband  is  her  administrator.  The  testator's 
ridow  died  in  1879.  John  K.  Roberts  died  in  1871,  intestate, 
eaving  a  widow  and  children.  The  question  presented  is 
vhether  Mr.  Clement  is  entitled  to  the  share  of  his  wife  in  the 
bird  of  the  testator's  estate,  of  which  his  widow  was  to  have  the 
nterest.  Benjamin,  when  he  died,  was  entitleil  under  the  will  to 
ihe  principal  of  the  fund,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  widow  to 
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the  interest  of  it  for  life.     When  he  died,  Mrs.  Clement  and  John 
K.  Roberts,  her  brother,  became  entitled  to  it  in  like  manner  as 
his  next  of  kin.     They  did  not  take  under  the  will,  but  as  next 
of  kin   of  Benjamin,  their  cousin.      The  fund  was  personal 
property.     On  Mrs.  Clement's  death  her  husband,  jure  wwitY/, 
became  entitled  to  receive  her  share  of  it,  and  he  is  entitled  to 
have  it  paid  to  him  as  her  administrator.     The  share  of  John 
K.  Roberts  is  of  course  distributable,  according  to  the  statute  of 
'distributions,  among  his  widow  and  children. 


EZEKIEL  E.  BOKHAM  et  al. 

V. 

Ann  Bonham  et  al. 

A  testator  gave  to  his  wife  the  use  and  income  of  his  house  and  lands,  for 
lier  life,  and  directed  his  executors  to  supply  her  out  of  his  estate  with  every- 
thing that  she  might  need  or  desire  for  her  comfort,  sustenance  and  happineH 
He  then  gave  a  specific  legacy  to  S. ;  several  pecuniary  legacies  to  others,  ti» 
<a  devise  of  his  house  and  lands,  after  his  widow's  death,  to  the  trustees  of  ft 
church,  as  a  parsonage,  on  certain  conditions. — Held, 

(1)  That  the  executors  nmet  resort  to  the  principal  of  the  personalty,  forth* 
widow's  support,  if  the  income  thereof  be  insufficient. 

(2)  That  the  payment  of  the  general  legacies  must  be  postponed  imtil  after 
the  widow's  death,  and  would  be  subject  to  ratable  abatement  if  there  BhooM 
be  a  deficiency. 

(3)  That  tlie  specific  legacy  must  be  paid  now  and  without  abatement 


Bill  for  construction  of  will  and  directions  to  executore. 
Messrs,  Voorhees  A'  Larger  for  complainants. 

The  Chancellor. 

William  Bonham,  doccased,  late  of  Hunterdon  county,  died  in 
March,  1872,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament,  which  has  been 
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ed  by  the  complainants,  the  executors  thereof  appointed. 
r  bring  this  suit  for  construction  of  the  will,  and  for  direc- 
i  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  as  executors  in  that  connec- 
By  the  will,  the  testator  first  directed  that  all  his  just 
3  and  funeral  expenses  should  be  promptly  paid  by  his 
titors,  and  that  the  legacies  should  be  dischargeil  as  soon  as 
imstances  would  permit,  and  in  the  manner  <Iirected  by  the 
He  then  gave  to  his  wife  all  his  household  furniture 
}h  she  might  need  or  choose  to  select,  for  her  use,  and  he 
gave  her  the  use  of  one  cow.  Also  the  occupancy,  use, 
"ovement  and  income  of  his  dwelling-house  and  the  land 
its  appurtenances,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  her  for 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and  he  thereby  author- 
aud  directed  his  executors  to  [)rovide  for  and  supply  her  out, 
is  estate,  with  everything  that  she  might  need  or  desire  for 
X)mfort,  sustenance  and  happiness.  He  then  gave  to  Rebecca 
l^arford  $1,200  and  his  gold  watch,  and  a  bed  and  bedding, 
requested  that  she  would  continue  to  live  with  his  wife  dur- 
ler  lifetime,  if  her  health  and  circumstances  would  permit, 
then  gave  to  John  Sutton  (his  nephew)  a  bond  and  mort- 

of  $530 ;  to  his  three  nieces,  Dentilia  Sutton,  Mary  Sutton 
Sarah  Hunt,  and  his  nephew,  William  B.  Sutton,  §200  each; 
X  persons,  children  of  his  deceased  nephew,  John  Bonham, 
>  each,  as  they  should  become  of  age,  and  in  case  of  the  death 
ther  of  them  before  arriving  at  law-ful  age,  the  legacy  given 
e  decedent  was  to  go  to  the  survivors  of  them ;  to  two  per- 

children  of  Uriah  Bonham,  deceased,  he  gave  $200;  to 
her  one,  a  daughter  of  Uriah  Bonham,  and  to  another,  a  son 
Jriah,  he  gave  $100;  to  two  persons,  daughters  of  Isaac  M. 
ser,  deceased,  he  gave  §200  each,  on  their  arriving  at  lawful 
and  provided  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  before  that 
,  the  survivor  should  take  both  legacies ;  and  he  gave  to  a 
^f  Joel  W.  Salter  §100,  on  his  attaining  to  his  majority, 
testator  then  made  the  following  devise: 

Lfter  the  decease  of  my  wife,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  my  dwelling- 
i  and  lot,  containing  one  acre  of  land,  as  originally  purchased  by  me  of 
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Joel  W.  Salter,  and  all  its  appnrtenances,  to  the  trustee?  of  the  Rosemont 
byterian  Church,  with  this  object  in  view:  to  assist  in  building  up  the 
and  to  help  in  advancing  the  Redeemers  kingdom  on  earth  ;  the  same  U^     2 
u^ed  as  a  parsonage  or  a  home  for  the  minister  of  the  aforesaid  chureik,  ^ 
have,  and  to  be  held  by  the  said  trustees,  or  their  suocessors  in  office,  so  Ic^&o- 
.18  there  shall  In.*  sufficient  interest  manifested  on  the  part  of  the  congregat/oQ 
and  friends  of  the  aforesaid  church  to  warrant  the  assurance  that  the  gift  jg 
appreciated  in  the  proper  spirit:  but,  should  they  from  any  cause  neglect  to 
have  a  miniiiter  for  the  space  of  one  year,  then  the  whole  claim  to  be  forfej'taf. 
And  furthermore,  if,  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years  of  faithfulness  on  the  part 
<if  the  minister  and  |)eople,  as  :i)x>ve  directed,  there  should  not  be  a  stroo; 
evidence  of  spiritual  prrisperity  and  an  encouraging  increase  in  church  mem* 
bership,  and  a  fair  prosixH-t  of  ben<:-titing  the  community  in  general,  then,  in 
such  caj>e,  this  betjuesi  shall  be  witiulniwn  by  my  executors,  who  shall  proceed 
to  advertise  and  sell  the  .><ame  acct»rding  to  law,  the  proceeds  to  be  equally 
divided  between  Ezekiel  E.  I^nhnm  and  Rebecca  C.  Warford." 

He  then  directed  that  the  rest  of  the  land  be  sold  after  the 
«leath  of  his  wife,  and  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  to 
Ezekiel  E.  Bonham  and  Rebecca  C.  Warford. 

Tlie  |>ersonal  estate  amounts  to  §5,735.58,  and  the  interest  of 
it  has,  in  some  years  since  the  test  a  tor^s  death,  proved  insufiBcient 
to  properly  support  his  widow,  even  in  the  most  prudent  and 
<*conoiniciil  manner,  and  her  increasing  infirmities  (she  is  about 
ninety -one  years  old,  and  very  lame  and  nearly  blind)  will  rtquire 
that  all  the  interest  and  income  of  the  estate,  if  not  part  of  the 
principal,  be  expeudeil  for  iier  comfortable  maintenance.  Some 
of  the  legatees  have  demandenl  payment  of  their  li^cies  and 
threaten  suit.  The  bond  and  mortgage  bequeathed  to  John 
8ntton  reniain  in  the  iiands  of  the  executors.  The  bill  state 
that  the  Rosemont  Presbyterian  Church  has  had  no  pastor  for 
the  last  ten  yeais,  nor  have  any  services  been  held  in  their  meet- 
ing-honse,  under  the  organization  known  as  the  Rosemont  Pres* 
byterian  Chiin^h,  for  at  least  ten  years  past,  and  that  during  all 
that  time,  witli  perhaps  a  single  exception,  the  meeting-house 
has  remained  closed,  and  the  congregation  virtually  disbanded, 
althougli  there;*  "remain"  (presumably,  from  a  former  full  board) 
two  gentlemen,  who  act  as  trustees  thereof.  The  corporation  is 
not  made  a  party  to  this  suit,  though  two  persons  are,  as  trustees 
of  the  church.     There  is  no  answer,  and  there  is  no  proof  in  the 
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cause,  but  the  questions  are  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  execu- 
tors alone ;  there  being  no  appearance  on  tlie  part  of  any  one 
else;  and  on  the  allegations  cf  the  bill,  merely. 

The  questions  submitted  are,  Whether  the  general  legacies  are 
payable  before  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow ;  whether  the 
gift  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  Jolin  Sutton  takes  effect  imme- 
diately (the  debts  have  l)een  paid),  or  is  to  be  postponed  until 
after  the  death  of  the  widow,  and  the  interest  thereof,  in  the 
meantime,  applied  to  her  support,  if  necessary ;  whether  the 
executors,  if  the  general  legacies  are  not  to  be  paid  until  after 
the  widow's  death,  are  at  liberty  to  expend  the  principal,  or  any 
part  of  it,  if  necessary  for  the  widow's  support;  whether  the 
general  legacies  will,  if  there  be  not  enough  to  pay  them  in  full, 
abate  ratably ;  and  whether  the  devise  to  the  church  is  valid. 

The  testator  authorizes  and  directs  his  executors  to  *^  provide 
for  and  supply  his  wife  out  of  his  estate,  with  everything  that 
she  may  need  or  desire  for  her  support,  sustenance  and  happi- 
ness." This  provision  is  in  the  form  of  a  direction  to  his  execu- 
tors, whom  it  charges  with  a  duty  which  is  to  be  discharged 
notwithstanding  it  will  l)e  necessary  to  expend  more  than  the 
annual  income  of  the  j)erso)ial  estate  to  do  it.  If,  therefore,  the 
annual  income  is  insufficient  for  the  proper  performance  of  the 
<luty  the  exeaitors  should  apply  so  much  of  the  principal  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purpose.  It  follows  that  the  payment  of 
the  general  legacies  is  to  be  postponed,  under  the  circumstances 
if  the  case,  until  the  death  of  the  widow,  and  if  the  personal 
^tate  shall  then  prove  insufficient  to  pay  them  in  full,  they  will 
ibate  ratably.  TUm  v.  TUm,  11  0.  E.  Gr.  111.  The  gift  of 
he  bond  and  mortgage  to  John  Sutton  is  a  specific  legacy,  and 
?5  not  subject  to  abatement.  Nor  is  there  any  ground  for  hold- 
ng  that  the  enjoyment  of  it  is  to  be  postponed  until  the  death  of 
he  widow.  The  devise  to  the  trustees  of  the  church  does  not 
ake  effect  until  the  death  of  the  widow.  There  is  not  only  no 
necessity  for  passing  upon  it  at  this  time,  but  it  would  not  be 
[>roper  to  do  so. 
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William  J.  Thompson  et  al. 

V. 

Samuel  F.  Fisler  et  ux.  et  al. 

A  defendant  to  a  creditor's  bill,  after  having  been  admitted  as  a  oo>oom- 
plainaiit,  may  have  the  conduct  of  the  cause  committed  to  himself,  on  the 
ground  of  great  delay  on  complainant's  part,  and  on  terms  as  to  indemnifving 
complainant  against  future  costs  in  the  cause. 


Creditor's  bill.  Motion  to  give  to  creditor,  who  hasten  appli- 
cation, been  made  a  party,  the  conduct  of  the  cause  because  of 
the  delay  of  the  complainants  in  prosecuting  it. 

Mr,  T,  E.  French,  for  the  motion, 

Mr,  S,  M,  Dickinson,  contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  complainants  as  creditors  of  Samuel 
F.  Fisler,  in  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  others  of  his  creditors 
who  should  come  in  and  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  the  suit 

Note.— Whenever  the  complainant  delays  his  suit  unreasonably,  ita  proee- 
cution  may  be  committed  to  any  other  party  in  the  cause,  whether  complain* 
ant  or  defendant,  as  in  atse  of  a  creditor's  bill  [PoweU  v.  Walworthj  * 
Madd.  1S3  {4^^6) ;  Price  v.  North,  2  You.  &  OoU.  628) ;  although  not  interested 
in  the  whole  of  the  decree  {Edmunds  v.  Aclartd^  5  Madd.  31.  See  Initxi  v- 
Lansing,  7  Page  5S3} ;  or  an  administrator's  suit  {Fleming  v.  PrioTy  5  Madd. 
4.J3;  Williams  v.  Chard,  6  De  G.  &  Sin.  0  ;  Hutchinson's  IVustSj  1  Dr.  dtSm.SO^'* 
or  next  of  kin,  (-iSV?/j8  v.  liidge,  3  Meriv,  4^8) ;  or  in  proceedings  for  nn  accoant^ 
(Hallett  V.  Hallftt,  2  Paige  ^^ J;  Alrnnley  v.  Kinnaird,  8  Jur.  114)  ]  or  in  prosecu- 
ting a  reference  ( Quackenbush  v.  Leonard,  10  Paige  131.  See  Warren  v.  S^i 
43  Me.  /f20;  Brosardv.  Lester,  2  McOord  Ch.  4^9). 

liut  good  cause  must  be  shown  {Jendwine  v.  Agate,  6  Rusb.  £83)^  and  the  order 
is  appealable  (  Wyalt  v.  Sadler,  J  Sim.  4-^0). 

For  proceedings  after  the  order,  see  Bennett  v.  Baxter,  10  Sim,  4^7, 
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;  petitioner,  a  judgment  ere<litor,  was  made  a  defendant,  and 
duly  subpoinacd  to  answer.  The  bill  was  filed  in  March, 
7,  and  the  subpoena  was  returnable  in  April  following.  All 
he  defendants  but  two,  who  were  non-residents,  were  served, 
to  them,  the  usual  proceedings  by  order  of  publication  were 
;n,  and  they  were  called  upon  to  answer  on  or  before  June 
1,  1877.  No  further  proceedings  on  the  part  of  complain- 
i,  except  the  taxation  on  the  5th  of  June,  1877,  of  costs  as 
lismissal,  were  taken  in  the  cause.  In  February,  1881,  the 
tioner  applied  to  be  admitted  as  a  complainant,  and  it  was  so 
jre<l.  He  now  asks  to  be  permitted  to  have  the  conduct  of 
cause  committed  to  him  on  such  equitable  terms  as  the  court 
"  see  fit  to  impose.  The  application  is  based  on  the  delay  for 
ost  four  years,  on  the  part  of  the  complainants,  to  proceed 
I  the  suit.  It  does  not  appear  that  their  claim  has  been  satis- 
No  decree  of  dismissal  was  ever  entered.  While  it  is  true 
:  the  petitioner  would  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  bill  for  himself, 
p|)ears  to  me  to  be  clear  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
,  he  is  at  liberty  to  proceed  with  the  prosecution  of  this  suit, 
rhich,  by  the  invitation  of  the  complainants,  he  has  become 
irty  complainant  with  them.  It  is  indeed  established  that  a 
liter  who  files  such  a  bill  has  complete  and  absolute  dominion 
r  it  until  decree,  and  he  may   have  the  bill  dismissed  on 


complainant  cannot  dismiss  liia  bill  to  the  prejudice  of  a  defendant,  and 
appearance  (Bank  of  South  Carolina  v.  Rose,  1  Rich.  Eq.  202 ;  Bethia  v. 
My,  Cheves  Efj.  03  ;  Ilanks^s  Oi^e,  Id.  203,  211;  Ancker  v.  Levy,  3  Sfrobh, 
211;  McChin  v.  French,  2  Mon.  U7  ;  Hallv.  McPheraon,  3  Bland  520  ; 
I  V.  Allen,  14  Ark.  tlOO ;  Wilder  v.  Boynton,  63  Barb.  o47 ;  Pacific  Co.  v. 
ing,  7  Abb.  Pr.  [X.  S.)  37;  Stew.  X,  J.  Dig.  Equity  V  {e).  But  see  Bul- 
V.  ZiUty,  1  IlaJ.  Ch.  77  ;  State  Bank  v.  Bell,  3  Hal  Ch.  372;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
nckf.  232 ;  Kean  v.  Ijithrop,  J<'?  Ga.  .yj.7). 

le  of  several  complainants  cannot  move  to  dismiss  (Fagan  v.  Fagan,  15 
335) ;  but  one  defendant  may  [De  Luze  v.  Loder,  3  Edw.  Ch.  4J0). 
dismissal  will  not  be  ortlered  where  complainant's  delay  was  caused  by 
idant  (Person  v.  Nevitt,  32  Miss.  ISO;  Dixon  v.  Rutherford,  20  Ga.  153 ; 
e  V.  (yP'xrrell,  5  R„b.  [N.  Y.)  64'* ;  Doyle  v.  Devane,  Fre*'in.  Ch.  345  ;  3fo- 
:er  v.  Filer,  24  Mich.  241.  See  Norton  v.  Kosboth,  Hopk.  101 ;  Bigelow  v. 
nelt,  0  a  E.  Gr.  115;  Warren,  v.  Shaw,  4^1  Me.  420;  Eddingn  v.  GiUeapU^ 
leUk.  548;  Gilbert  v.  CampheU,  1  Jlannay  474)'—^EP 
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receiving  satisfaction  for  his  claim  aitd  the  costs  of  suit.     1  Dtt^ 
Ch.  Pr.  235  ;  Inncs  v.  Lansing,  7  Paige  583 ;  Pemberlon  v.  To 
/tarn,  1  Beav,  316  ;  Handford  v.  Storie,  2  Sim.  &  St,  196  ;  Wo 
V.  West/all,  Younge  305 ;  ilatiison  v.  Deitiarest^  1  Rob.  (N. 
717 ;    McDougald   v.    Dougherty,  11   Geo.  570 ;  Stephefnson 
Tavemers,  9  GraU.  398  ;  2  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  169.     And  the  deU  -to 
defendant  niay,  before  decree,  obtain  a  dismissal  on  those  ter^^j^ 
But  such  absolute  dominion  over  the  suit  cannot  be  exerci^g^/ 
by  the  original  complainant  alone  if  there  be  other  com plaiua^n^. 
Id  such  case,  if  the  defendant  debtor  would  obtain  a  dismi^ssa/, 
he  must  satisfy  all  of  them.     If  before  decree,  while  the  suit  is 
still  pending,  a  creditor  sees  fit  to  come  in,  and  asks  to  be  made 
a  complainant,  contributing  to  the  expenses  of  the  suit,  I  do  Dot 
see  on  what  principle  his  prayer  can  be  denied.     And  when  he 
has  taken  his  place  as  a  co-complainant,  he  should,  of  course,  be 
at  liberty  to   proceed    with   the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  if  the 
original  complainant  unduly  delays.     A  cifeditor  who  is  permitted 
to  come  in  as  a  co-complainant  in  such  a  case  as  this,  is  author- 
ized to  prosecute  the  suit.     Strikers  Case,  1  Bland  57 y  So  ;  W!^- 
liainson  v.  Wilson,  Id.  4 18,  J^SJf  ;  Bank  v.  Dugan,  2  Bland  25 Jf. 
In  this  case,  there  was  no  opposition  to  the  application  that  the 
petitioner  be  made  a  co-coniplaiuant,  and  the  original  complaiD- 
ants  make  no  objection    to  the  granting  of  the  present  motion. 
The  ai)plication  will  be  granted,  but  on  terms  that  tiie  petitioner 
indemnify  the  original  complainants  against  all  future  costs  of 
the  suit. 


The  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company  op  New  York 

V. 

William  Goddard  and  others. 

1.  A  sherifTs  sale  made  by  virtue  of  process  issuing  out  of  this  court,  fflty 
be  set  aside  on  petition,  and  without  bill,  even  after  the  sale  has  been  carried 
into  eflect  bv  the  deliverv  of  a  deed. 


i 


6  Stew.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  483 


Mutoal  Life  Insurance  Co.  v.  Goddard. 


2.  A  person  whose  property  has  been  sold  at  judicial  sale,  to  his  injury, 
may  always,  if  he  applies  promptly,  and  is  without  fault,  have  the  sale  set 
nside  upon  showing  that  he  was  prevented  from  attending  the  sale  by  fraud, 
mistake  or  accident. 

3.  A  sale  made  in  violation  of  a  promise  to  adjourn  to  a  future  day  will  be 
set  aside. 

On  application  to  set  aside  a  sheriflf's  sale,  heard  on  petition, 
answer  and  de{>08itions. 

Mr.  William  P.  Miller,  for  petitioners. 

Mr,  Richard  W,  Parkei',  for  complainants. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

Til  is  is  an  appliciition  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  mortgaged  premises 
made  by  virtue  of  proc^ess  issued  out  of  this  court.  The  com- 
plainants were  the  purchasers,  and  have  received  a  deed  for  the 
lands.  The  parties  claiming  to  he  aggrieved  apply  for  relief  by 
|)etition.  This  mode  of  procedure  is  challenged  by  the  complain- 
unts,  who  say  that  after  a  sale.,  made  in  execution  of  the  proc<»ss 
of  this  court,  has  been  carried  into  effect  by  the  execution  of  a 
^eed,  the  power  of  the  court  is  exhaustci.!,  and  the  transaction  so 
<*ompletely  ended  that  it  cannot  be  .successfully  impugned  except 
by  an  original  suit,  regularly  brought  in  tlie  ordinary  way. 
This  objection  cannot  prevail.  It  was  very  fully  considered  by 
Chancellor  Williamson  in  Onnphcll  v.  Gardner ^  3  Stock.  4-^3, 
and  held  to  be  untenable;  and  since  then  the  practice  sanctioned 
by  that  adjudication  has  been  so  frequently  ai)proved  by  all  of 
bis  successors  that  it  must  now  be  considered  to  be  firmly  estab- 
lished. 

The  petitioners  claim  relief  on  the  ground  that  they  were  pre- 
vented from  attending  the  sale,  and  also  from  taking  such  other 
steps  as  were  necessary  for  the  protection  of  their  inten^sts,  by 
the  promise  of  the  complainants  that  the  sale  should  not  be  made 
on  the  day  on  which  it  was  made,  but  should  be  adjournal  to  a 
future  day.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  [)erson  whose  prop- 
erty has  been  sold  at  judicial  sale,  to  his  injury,  may  always,  if 
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he  applies  promptly,  and  is  without  fault,  have  the  sale  set  aside 
upon  showing  that  he  was  prevented  from  attending  the  salebv 
fraud,  mistake  or  accident.  This  rule  is  so  familiar  that  it  need 
not  be  vouche<l  for  by  the  citation  of  authorities.  Chancellor 
Williamson,  in  the  case  just  cited,  held  that  the  party  aggrieved 
in  such  case,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  relief,  need  not  show 
that  lie  had  been  misled  by  a  j)ei'son  connected  with  the  sale, 
but  if  it  ap|X'ared  that  he  had  been  misadvised  by  a  stranger,  to 
whom  he  had  applied  for  information,  sufficient  ground  might 
exist  for  invalidating  the  sale. 

The  facts  upon  which  this  application   rests  are  undisputed. 
The  sale  was  made  August  31st,  1880.     Some  days  prior  to  that 
date,  the  solicitor  of  the  complainants  promised  the  solicitor  wha 
was  then  acting  for  the  petitioners,  that  the  sale  should  l)e  ad- 
journed from  August  31st  to  September  7th,  1880,  and,  imme- 
diately after  making  this  promise,  he  directed  one  of  his  clerkf*, 
in  the  presence  of  the  solicitor  of  the  j)etitioners,  to  see  that  the 
sale  was  adjourned.     The  arrangement  made  by  the  soliciton* 
provided  for  further  adjournments,  conditional  on  the  payment* 
of  certain  sums  of  money,  but  the  promise  to  adjourn  from  Au- 
gust 31st  to  September  7th   was  unconditional — that  was  to  l^^ 
made  in  any  event.     The  petitioners  were  at  once  informed  thii-^ 
the  sale  would  be  adjourned,  and  neither  they  nor  their  solicitor 
attended  at  the  place  of  sale  on  the  31st  of  August.     The  perso** 
directed  to  attend  to  the  adjournment  of  the  sale  did  not  have  i  *' 
adjourned  ;  so  far  as  appears,  he  did  not  speak  t4)  the  sheriff  o^^ 
the  subject.     The  solicitor  of  the  complainants  did   not  attei»^ 
the  sale,  nor  was  he  at  his  office  on   the  day  of  the  sale.     A*^ 
agent  of  the  complainants,  who  has  charge  of  their  real  estate  i^ 
this  state,  called  at  the  office  of  their  solicitor  on  the  day  of  tln^ 
sale,   and    shortly   before    it   took    place,  and    being    there  i»J^ 
formed  that  no  arrangement  for  a  further  adjournment  had  be^^ 
made,  he  proceeded  to  the  place  of  sale  and  direc^ted  the  sheri^ 
to  sell.     A  sale  \vas  made,  and  this  agent  bid  off  the  property 
for  the  complainants  at  a  sum   representing  less  than  one-hai' 
of  its  value.     The  deed  made  to  the  complainants  bears  date  oa 
the  day  of  sale,  and  it  appears  that  the  complainants  took  posses- 
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of  a  part  of  the  property  on  the  same  day,  and  have  since 
received  its  rents. 

I  view  of  these  facts,  it  is  obvious  the  court  cannot  allow 
Siile  to  stand.     It  was  made  in  violation  of  a  promise  which 
:)otitioner»  had  a  right  to  believe  would  be  kept.     Their  con- 
shows  that  they  did  believe  it  would  be  kept.     It  may  be 
its  violation  was  accidental,  but  the  violation  is  none  tlie 
harmful  on  that  account,  and  its  force,  as  a  ground  for 
:able  relief,  is  not  at  all  weakened  by  that  fact.     Stated 
ily,  the  complainants  occupy  this  positi(*fi :  they  have  ac- 
?d  title  to  the  petitioners'  property  at  a  sale  made  under  the 
ority  of  tliis  court,  by  a  breach  of  faith,  and   now  seek  to 
it,  with  the  sanction  of  this  court.     That  cannot  be  done. 
Lit  the  complainants  deny  that  they  were  bound  to  keep 
with  the  petitioners,  because  they  say  the  promise  of  their 
iter  was  obtained  by  fraud.     It  may  be  that  a  person  who 
ures  a  promise  to  adjourn  a  sale  by  intentional  falsehood  or 
it,  will  not  be  entitled  to  ask  relief  in  equity  against  a  sale 
3  in  violation  of  such  promise.     But  no  such  fraud  is  proved 
lis  case.     Sh(»rtly  before  the  promise  to  adjourn  was  made, 
3f  the  petitioners  applied  to  the  |>erson  under  whose  direc- 
the  sale  was  made,  at  tlie  complainants'  office  in  New  York, 
in  adjournment,  and  was  there  told  that  unless  §300  was 
the  sale  would  take  place  on  the  day  for  which  it  was  then 
inted.     The  petitioner  at  c)nce  said   he  could  not  pay  that 
;  he  was  asked  how  much  he  could  pay,  and  he  replied  that 
id  $100  with  him,  and  could  probably  raise  §50  more.     At 
point  in  the  cf)iiversation,  the  petitioner  siiys,  he  was  direct- 
>  make  his  application  to  the  solicitor.     He  says  he  did  so 
on  as  he  could  find   tlie  solicitor  at  his  office,  and  was  told 
im  that  he  would  enter  into  no  arrangement  respecting  an 
irnment  until   he  had   first  communicated  with  his  clients, 
petitioner  then  directed  l|is  solicitor  to  negotiate  an  adjourn- 
.     The  petitioner  admits  that  he  did   not  tell  the  complain- 
solicitor  that  he  had   been  told,  at  the  coniplainants'  office 
ew  York,  when  he  first  api)lied  there,  that  unless  §300  was 
the  sale  must  proceed.     His  failure  to  do  so  is  the  fraud 
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which  the  complainants  say  justified  them  in   breaking  their 
promise.     This  omission  does  not,  in  my  judgment,  furnish  the 
slightest  evidence  of  fraud.     It  is  not  pretended  that  the  peti- 
tioner was  expressly  directed  by  the  complainants  to  carry  any 
information  to  their  solicitor,  or  that  he  was  directed  to  say  to 
him  that  an  adjournment  should  only  be  granted  on  certain 
terms.     He  was  simply  directed  to  apply  to  him  for  an  adjourn- 
ment.    But  even  if  he  had  been  expressly  directed  to  inform  the 
solicitor  that  an  adjournment  should  only  be  granted  in  case  a 
condition  was  complied  with,  I  think  he  was  absolved  from  all 
duty  to  act  as  the  medium  of  communication,  if  it  be  true,  as  he 
says  it  is — and  his  statement  on  this  point  is  uncontradicted— 
that  when  he  told  the  solicitor  he  had  been  directed  by  the  com- 
plainants to  apply  to  him  for  an  adjournment,  the  solicitor  at 
once  said  that  he  would  enter  into  no  arrangement  with  him 
until  he  had  first  communicated  witii  his  clients.    The  petitioner 
was  justified  in  understanding,  from   this  remark,  that  no  com- 
munication he  made  would  be  credited  as  true  until  it  was  first, 
verified  by  the  complainants.     Silence  under  such  circumstancee* 
was  not  fraud.     If  the  solicitor  did  as  he  said  he  would,  itmui^* 
be  assumed  that  he  had   full  information  as  to  the  terms  ox^ 
which  his  clients  were  willing  to  grant  an  adjournment,  befo*"* 
he  promised  that  the  sale  should  be  adjourned.     In  my  opinio*^ 
the  evidence  does  not  raise  the  least  suspicion  of  fraud. 
The  sale  must  be  set  aside,  with  costs. 


The  Mechanics  National  Bank  at  Newabk 

V. 

The  H.  C.  Burnet  Manufactjuring  Company  and  Wt^' 

LI  AM  S.  Squier. 

1.  Objections  which  relate  to  the  regularity  of  a  judgment  at  law,  or  toth«' 
validity  of  tlic  instrument  upon  which  it  is  founded,  are  not  relievable  ^ 
equity. 
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2.  The  remedy  for  grievances  of  this  character  is  either  by* application  to 
the  court  in  which  the  judgment  is  entered,  or  by  writ  of  error. 

3.  A  judgment  at  law  can  only  be  impeached  in  a  court  of  equity  for  fraud 
Ln  its  concoction,  or  upon  a  purely  equitable  defence,  or  upon  the  ground  tliat 
%  good  defence  at  law  has  been  lost  by  fraud,  ignorance  or  accident. 

4.  Fraud  perprelated  by  means  of  a  judgment  is  entitled  to  no  more  immu- 
aity  than  a  fraud  perpetrated  by  any  other  means. 

5.  If  a  judgment,  founded  npon  a  just  debt,  is  entered  not  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  or  collecting  the  debt,  but  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  a  cover,  to 
protect  the  defendant's  property  from  his  other  creditors,  the  court  will 
denounce  it  as  a  fraud  and  set  it  aside,  as  it  would  any  other  fraudulent  con> 
triyance. 


On  final  hearing  on  bill,  answers  and   proofs   taken  before 
vice-chancellor. 

Mi\  Albei't  P.  Condit,  for  complainants. 

Mr,  John  Lilli/y  for  defendant  Squier. 

Mr.  John  Whitehead,  for  corporate  defendants. 

The  Vice-Chancellou. 

The  complainants  are  judgment  creditors  of  the  H.  C.  Burnet 
^Manufacturing  Company.  Their  judgment  was  recovered  in 
the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  October  19th,  1878.  The 
defendant,  William  S.  Squier,  was  also  a  judgment  creditor  of 
this  corporation.  He  had  six  judgments.  They  were  entered  in 
the  first  district  court  of  the  city  of  Newark,  on  September 
4th,  1878.  Executions  were  immediately  issue<l  on  them,  and  a 
sale  made  thereunder  on  the  eleventh  day  of  the  same  month. 
The  sale  embraced  all  the  property  of  the  corporate  defendants 
seizable  by  execution.  The  judgment  debtors  were,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  inks,  muci- 
lage and  sealing  wax,  and  though  their  property  consisted  of  a 
large  number  of  different  articles,  some  manufactured,  some  in 
course  of  manufacture  and  some  in  a  raw  stiite,  some  })acked  in 
boxes  and  some  unpacked,  it  was  all  sold  in  one  bulk.     The 
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defendant  Squier  purchased  the  whole.  The  coniplainaiits  seek 
to  have  this  sale  set  aside  and  to  hold  Mr.  Sqiiier  responsible  for 
the  value  of  the  goods,  on  the  ground  that  he  obtained  his  judg- 
ments and  afterwards  useii  them,  not  for  the  purpi»se  of  collecting 
or  securing  his  debt,  but  to  place  the  property  of  his  debtors 
where  it  could  not  be  reached  bv  legtil  process,  and  thus  enable 
them  to  defraud  their  creditors.  If  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is 
established  by  the  proofs,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  com- 
plainants are  entitleil  to  relief. 

The  defendants,  however,  deny  that  the  complainants  are 
entitled  to  the  character  they  assume.  They  say  they  are  not 
judgment  creditors.  They  urge  two  objections  against  tlie 
validity  of  the  complainants'  judgment.  First,  they  say  the 
court  in  which  they  recovered  jheir  judgment  never  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  j>erson  of  the  corporate  defendants,  the  sum- 
mons in  the  action  having  been  served  on  a  person  not  authorized 
to  receive  service  for  the  corporation ;  and  second,  they  aver  that 
the  debt  on  which  the  judgment  is  founded  was  not  the  debt  of 
the  corporate  defendants,  but  of  one  of  their  officers.  These 
objections,  I  am  of  opinion,  cannot  be  considereil  here.  The 
court  which  pronounced  the  judgment  in  question  was  entirely 
competent  to  hear  them,  and  to  give  adequate  relief,  if  it  found 
that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  it. 

Courts  of  equity  sometimes  give  relief  against  judgments  at 
law,  but  only  where  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  was  ignorant 
of  the  facts  on  which  his  defence  rests  until  after  the  time  for 
making  defence  at  law  had  passed ;  or  that  he  was  prevented 
from  making  defence  by  the  artifice  or  fraud  of  his  adversary, 
or  by  accident  unmixcxl  with  negligence  or  fraud  on  his  part,  or 
that  his  defence  is  a  matter  of  pure  equity  cognizance.  But  m 
cases  where  the  gric^vance  he  attempts  to  urge  is  one  that  the 
court  which  pronounced  the  judgment  is  comj>etent  to  hear  and 
decide,  and  he  has  either  urged  it  there  unsuccessfully,  or  ba» 
negligently  omitted  to  do  so,  this  court  can  give  no  relirf- 
Reeves  v.  Cooper^  1  Beas.  ?J3  ;  Vdughn  v.  Johnaoiiy  1  Stock,  173; 
Holmes  v.  Steele,  1  Stew.  Eq.  173.     The  precise  question  mooted  in 
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;ii!S  case  was  decided   in  Stratton  v.  Alien,  1   C  E,  Gr,  229. 
Jhancellor  Green  there  said  : 

"Objections  which  relate  to  the  regularity  of  a  judgment,  or  to  the  validity 
'f  the  instrument  upon  which  it  is  founded,  constittite  no  ground  for  the  inter- 
erence  of  this  court.  If  tiie  instrument  upon  whioh  a  judgment  is  eniered 
i'^t^  without  consideration,  or  invalid,  or  if  tiie  judgment  itself  is  unauthorized, 
r  illegal,  the  remedy  for  the  party  aggrieved  would  be  by  application  to  the 
«>urt  in  which  the  judgment  is  entered,  or  by  writ  of  error.  They  are  ques- 
ions  exclusively  for  the  cognizance  of  those  courts.  It  f*eenis  to  be  cunelu- 
i  vely  »ettle<l  that  a  judgment^  can  only  be  impeachetl  in  a  court  of  equity  for 
raud  in  its  concoction." 

This  court  is  not  at  liberty,  therefore,  to  entertain  the  objec- 
ions  interposed  by  the  defendants. 

There  seems  to  be  no  proof  in  this  case  whicli  will  justify  the 
onclnsion  that  the  judgments  of  the  defendant  Squier  were  not 
bunded  upon  a  just  debt.  But  this  does  not. preclude  an  inquiry 
vhether  they  were  not  obtained  and  used  for  a  fraudulent  pur- 
H)se.  A  judgment  may  be  founded  upon  an  honest  debt,  and 
^et  it  may  be  obtained  under  such  circumstances  and  used  for 
uch  purposes  as  to  make  it  a  fraud.  If  it  is  recovered  not  for 
he  purpose  of  securing  the  debt,  but  solely  to  be  used  as  a 
raudulent  cover  to  protect  the  defendant's  property  from  his 
»ther  creditors,  it  is  a  fraud,  and  the  courts  may  deal  with  it  as 
liey  would  with  any  other  fraudulent  contrivance.  Fraud  per- 
>etrated  by  means  of  a  judgment  is  no  more  entitled  to  immunity 
ban  a  fraud  perpetrated  by  moans  of  a  deed  or  mortgage. 
Tones  v.  Nanghright,  2  Stock,  298,  TIfat  the  forms  of  law  have 
>een  pursued  is  no  protection  in  a  court  of  equity,  if  the  result 
limed  at  and  reached  is  fraud.  Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Durant, 
■   a  E.  Gr.  So  ;  S.  C,  on  appeal,  9  C,  E.  Gr.  oOO. 

If  a  judgment  creditor  uses  his  judgment  for  a  fraudulent 
>urpose,  as  against  subsequent  judgment  creditors,  he  will  be 
xwtponed  until  after  they  are  paid.  As  for  example,  if,  after 
evy,  he  allows  the  property  to  remain  in  the  possession  and  under 
:he  control  of  his  debtor  for  such  lengtli  of  time  and  under  such 
:;ircun1stances,  as  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  his  object  in 
Dbtaining  it  was  not  to  secure  or  collect  his  debt,  but  to  protect 
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his  debtor  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  property  and  to  prevent  bis 
other  creditors  from  seizing  it  for  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts, 
his  judgment  and  levy  will  Ik?  dechired  void  as  to  subsequent 
judgment   creilitors.     Casher   v.   Peterson,  1  South.  317;   ]Vil- 
liam^on  v.  Juhnson,  7  Hal.  SO;   Caldwell  v,  F [field,  4-  Zab,  150, 
Fraud    de>trovs    whatever  it  taints,  whether  it    be   perjHjtrated 
through  the  maehiner}'  of  the  law  or  by  other  means. 

The  important  question  then  is,  Did  the  defendant  Scjuier obtain 
his  judgments  for  the  purpose*  of  perj>etrating  a  fraud,  or  has  he 
made  a  fraudulent  use  of  them?  Thev  were  obtained  under  verv 
extraordinarv  circumstances.  He  is  a  dealer  in  cheniTcals,  and 
furnishe<l  the  corporate  deffiidants  with  all  the  material  they 
required  in  their  business.  At  the  time  he  suefl,  the  cor|>oration 
had  but  a  single  officer,  at  least  so  Mr.  Squier  believed.  He  says 
the  setM-etary  was  the  only  officer  he  knew  or  recognized,  and  he 
exercistKl  al^solutc  control  over  all  the  affiiirs  of  the  cor|)oration. 
He  and  the  se<Tetarv  were  on  exceedintjlv  intimate  and  friendly 
terms;  he  had  bwn  permitted  for  some  time  to  store  his  chemi- 
cals on  the  premises  of  the  defendants,  and  for  more  than  a  month 
prior  to  the  time  when  he  sued,  he  had  been  furnished  a  room  m 
the  factorv  of  the  defendants,  bv  the  secretarv,  where  he  rcoeivel 
his  mail  and  attended  to  his  correspondence.  His  six  suits  were 
brought  (m  the  29th  of  August,  1878.  He  heard  of  the  com- 
plainants' claim  about  this  time,  but  he  says  he  never  thought 
the  corporation  owed  them  anything.  When  he  sued,  his  whole 
claim  amounted  to  SI, 11)3.15.  Of  this  amount  he  says  $242.1< 
was  borrower!  money,  and  advanced  in  three  loans:  $25  August 
17th  ;  §50  August  24th,  and  §167,71  on  August  2*7th.  He  say? 
he  paid  in  addition,  on  August  24th,  in  the  purchase  of  a  judg- 
ment against  the  corporation,  the  sum  of  §146.95.  He  made 
the  purchase  at  the  request  of  the  sec^retary,  and  took  an  assign- 
ment of  the  judgment.  He  admits  he  believed  the  corporalion 
was  solvent  when  he  sued.  The  judgment  purchased  seems  to 
have  been  the  only  one  which,  up  to  that  time,  had  been  recov- 
ered against  the  corporation,  and,  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  no 
cre<litor  had  previously  sue<l  them.  He  and  the  corporation, 
prior  to  this  time,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  issuing  notes  for  the 
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nmodation  of  each  other.  Before  bringing  his  suits  he  made 
fort  either  to  collect  his  debt  or  to  have  it  secured,  though 
orporation  undoubtedly,  with  very  little  effort,  could  have 
:1  the  sum  necessary  to  pay  it,  and  had  property  amply 
lient  to  secure  it.  He  says  he  asked,  on  August  28th,  for 
return  of  the  $167.71,  loaned  August  27th;  payment  waft 
nade,  but  he  does  not  pretend  that  his  deman^l  was  ropulseil 
sively,  so  tliat  his  indignation  was  aroused,  or  that  any  dis- 
re  was  made  whicli  excited  his  fears.  In  his  narrative  of 
preceded  the  suits,  nothing  can  be  found  which  justifies  his 
net,  or  discloses  the  slightest  reason  or  motive  for  his  suits. 
iew  of  the  facts,  as  he  statos  them  himself,  it  is  impossible  to 
b  the  conviction  that  his  suits  were  not  the  result  of  a  scheme, 
octed  by  him  and  the  secretary,  to  attain  some  object  which 
ow  desires  to  conceal. 

lie  events  occurring  at  the  sale,  as  well  as  those  which  unde- 
ly  prettied  and  succeeded  it,  show,  1  think,  with  even 
ter  clearness,  the  real  purpose  of  the  parties.  Mr.  Squier 
,  after  he  obtained  his  judgments,  he  told  the  secretary  he 
going  to  sell  if  he  was  not  paid.  The  secretary  was  not 
u'bed  by  this  announcement,  at  least  he  did  nothing  an<i  said 
ing  to  prevent  the  threat  from  being  carried  into  execution, 
liort  time  before  the  sale,  it  is  proved  that  the  secrretary 
bited  a  bundle  of  papers,  which  he  said  wTrc  the  advertise- 
ts  put  up  by  the  constable,  and  that  they  had  not  been  up 
minutes  before  they  were  taken  down.  No  attempt  has  l)een 
e  to  prove  where  the  notices  of  this  sale  were  set  up,  or  to 
/  that  they  remained  up  for  a  longer  time  than  that  men- 
id  by  the  secretary.  On  the  day  before  the  sale  and  on  the 
of  the  sale,  the  secretary  made  an  inventory  of  all  the  tangi- 
)ro|>erty  of  the  corporation.  Why  he  <lid  so  does  not  appear, 
as  not  exhibited  at  the  sale.  The  ilefendant  savs  he  nwer 
it.  The  hands  employed  in  the  factory  were  kept  at  work 
1  mid<lav  on  the  day  of  sale,  when  they  were  sent  away  by 
r  of  the  secretary,  and  given  leave  to  use  tlu^  balance  of  the 
as  a  holiday.  Thev  were  not  dischartr^d,  nor  infornied  of 
sale,  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  slightest  intimation  was  given 
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to  them    that  it  was  at  all  uncertain    whetlier  they  would     |je 
required  to  resume  work  in  the  morning.     It  does  not  appeiar 
that  any  of  them  were  at  the  sale,  and  there  is  nothing  to  slioir 
that  they  knew  a  sale  was  to  be  made.     The  secretary  sent  a 
messenger  for  a  person  that  Mr.  Squier  had  requested  to  attend 
the  sale,  but  who  had  not  appeared  when  the  constable  was  readj 
to  proceed. 

As  already  stated,  the  property  was  sold  as  an  entirety.  The 
constable  thinks  he  sold  it  in  three  lots,  but  the  bidding  at  the 
sale,  as  given  by  Mr.  Squier,  shows  conclusively  that  he  is  mis- 
taken. Who  gave  direction  as  to  how  the  property  should  be 
sold,  neither  Mr.  Squier  nor  the  constable  can  tell.  Mr.  Squier 
is  sure  he  did  not,  while  the  constable  says  that  he  publicly  asked 
for  direction,  and  received  it,  but  cannot  tell  from  whom  it 
came.  Immediately  after  the  'sale,  Mr.  Squier  took  possessicffl 
of  the  property  and  also  of  the  factory,  though  he  had  acquired 
no  right  to  the  term  of  the  corporation  in  the  factory.  He  says 
he  told  the  secretary  that  he  should  continue  the  business,  and 
desired  him  to  remain  in  charge.  The  secretary  at  once  con- 
sented to  do  so.  Though  Mr.  Squier  positively  affirms  that  be 
liad  no  understanding  or  arrangement  with  the  secretary  before 
the  sale,  yet  I  think  it  is  impossible  for  any  one  to  listen  to  his 
story  describing  what  transpired  between  them  after  the  sale, 
without  seeing,  almost  as  clearly  as  though  no  effort  to  conceal 
anything  had  been  made,  that  both  fully  understood  that  the 
business  was  to  be  continued,  and  that  the  secretary  was  to  remain 
in  charge.  Mr.  Squier  admits  that  he  expected  the  workmen  to 
return  the  next  morning  and  resume  work.  Business  was  resumed 
the  next  morning  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  and  was  con- 
tinued in  its  name  until  this  suit  was  brouglit.  The  name  of  the 
corporation  was  used  with  the  consent  of  its  secretary,  in  order, 
jis  it  is  said,  that  Mr.  Squier  might  have  the  Ijenefit  of  it  as  a 
trade  mark.  'J'he  goods  sold  were  shipped  in  the  name  of  the 
corporation,  with  the  words  '*  From  W.  S.  Scjuier"  written  across 
the  ship|)ing  receipt,  and  charged  upon  the  books  of  the  cor|)ora* 
tion.  The  accounts  so  charged  were  afterwards  assigned  by  the 
corporation,  acting   by    its   secretary,  to   Mr.  Squier.    In  on^ 
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stance  it  is  proved  that  an  account  so  charged  was  collected  by 
•aft  on  the  debtor,  drawn  by  the  corporation,  the  secretary,  of 
urse,  acting  for  the  corporation.  A  short  time  after  the  sale, 
"hta  due  to  the  corporation,  amounting  to  about  $1900,  were 
signed  by  the  corporation  to  Mr.  Squier,  upon  which,  he  says, 
J  advanced  to  its  secretary,  at  various  times,  about  $1500.  He 
ys  he  has  collected  on  the  accounts  so  assigiie<l,  about  $650,  and 
at  the  officers  and  agents  of  the  corporation  have  collected  and 
►propriated  the  balance. 

These  facts,  in  ray  judgment,  speak  for  themselves.  They 
quire  no  comment.  They  demonstrate,  beyond  doubt,  the  true 
aracter  of  this  transaction.  They  permit  but  one  dcduction,^ 
id  that  is,  that  the  judgments  and  sale  were  an  entirely  friendly 
•ocee<ling,  contrived  and  arranged  by  Mr.  Squier  and  the  secre- 
ry  of  the  corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  an  ostensible 
lange  in  the  ownership  of  the  property  of  the  corporation,  with 
itent  to  defeat  the  enforcement  of  the  complainant's  claim.  The 
(signment  to  Mr.  Squier  of  the  debts  due  to  the  corporation,  is, 

think,  tainted  with  the  same  illegality.  It  was  the  natural 
Kjaence  of  what  preceded  it,  and  is  manifestly  infected  with  the 
ime  evil  purpose. 

A  decree  will  be  advised  setting  aside  the  sale  and  assignment, 
nd  requiring  the  defendant  Squier  to  account  for  and  pay  what- 
ver  he  may  have  received  under  either.  The  complainants  are^ 
»f  course,  entitled  to  costs. 
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The  Executors  of  Eden  Haydock,  deceased, 

V, 

Eliza  P.  Haydock. 

1.  The  question  whether  an  act  is  the  product  of  undue  influence  or  not, 
must  always  be  largely  controlled  by  the  state  of  iiealth  and  condition  of 
mind  of  the  person  alleged  to  have  been  unduly  influenced. 

2.  Whatever  destroys  free  agency,  and  constrains  a  person  to  do  what  is 
against  his  will,  and  what  he  would  not  do  if  left  to  himself,  is  undue  influ- 
ence, whether  the  control  be  exercised  by  physical  force,  threats,  importunitr 
or  any  other  species  of  mental  or  physical  coercion. 

3.  Undue  influence  is  not  measured  by  degree  or  extent,  but  by  its  effect; 
if  it  is  suflScient  to  destroy  free  agency,  it  is  undue,  even  if  it  is  slight. 


On  final  hearing,  on  bill,  answer  and  proofs  taken  before  the 
vice-chancellor. 

Mr,  Garret  Berry  and  Mr,  J,  Henry  StonCy  for  complainants. 

Mr,  Benjamin  A.  Vail  and  J/r.  James  R,  Englishy  for  defend- 
ant. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

The  object  of  this  suit  is  to  set  aside  two  gifts  made  by  a  hus- 
band to  a  wife  shortly  Ixjfore  Iiis  death.  The  grounds  alleged 
are  want  of  capacity  and  undue  influence. 

Eden  Haydock  died  April  29th,  1879.  He  left  a  widow,  tUe 
defendant  in  this  suit,  and  an  only  child,  a  daughter  by  a  form^^ 
wife.  By  his  will,  whicli  was  executed  March  23d,  1871,  1*^ 
gave  his  widow  §1,000,  payable  immediately  after  his  death,aii^^ 
an  annuity  of  §600  during  her  widowhood,  payable  in  sent*-' 
annual  installments,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  at  tfc*^ 
expiration  of  a  year  from  his  death.  The  balance  of  1»*^ 
estate  is  given  to  his  daughter.  His  estate,  exclosi^* 
of  the  gifts,  amounts  to  a  trifle  less  than  $16,300.  Tb« 
gifts  represent  a  value  of  §9,000.     They  were  made  at  differeti^ 
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tes,  the  first,  February  24th,  1879,  and  enihraccd  nine  shares  of 
e  capital  stock  of  the  United  New  Jersey  Raihoad  and  Canal 
>mpany,  and  seven  bonds  of  the  city  of  Kahway,  having  a  face 
lue  of  $7,000 ;  and  the  second  was  made  Man^h  10th,  1879,  and 
nsisted  of  a  promissory  note  for  $5,000.  Regular  transfei*s 
jre  made,  and  the  gifts  completed  by  ibnnal  delivery. 
The  evidence  respecting  the  state  of  the  donor's  mind  when 
3  gifts  were  made  is  very  conflicting.  That  on  tiie  part  of  the 
mplainants  shows  a  case  of  utt(T  imbecility,  a  mind  so 
oroughly  decayed  as  to  be  unable  to  comi)rchend  the  simplest 
itters — and  this  is  shown  to  have  been  its  condition  for  some 
3iith3  antecedent  to  the  time  when  the  gifts  were  made;  whilst 
e  evidence  for  the  defendant  shows  a  mind  somewhat  enfeebled 
'  the  decay  incident  to  old  age,  which,  to  some  extent,  had  lost 
»  original  power  and  grasp,  and  in  which  memory  was  quite 
ifective,  but  yet  possessing  suflicient  vigor  to  understand,  in  a 
:asonabIc  manner,  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  and  to  deal  with 
lem  rationally.  The  facts  and  circumstances  adduced  by  the 
arties  in  support  of  their  0[)posing  theories  are,  in  my  judg- 
lent,  so  nearly  equal  in  force  and  weight,  that,  did  the  decision 
r  tlie  case  depend  solely  upon  the  solution  of  the  question  of 
ipacity,  a  problem  of  almost  insoluble  difficulty  would  be  pre- 
inted.  But  I  think  the  rights  in  dispute  njay  be  safely  and 
roperly  determined  without  a  struggle  with  the  ditficulty  just 
^*?ntioned.  The  case  hinge.-,  I  think,  upon  the  solution  of 
"Other  question;  one  which  I  regard  as  comparatively  free  from 
fficulty. 

The  question  to  which  I  refer  is,  were  these  gifts  procured  by 
^  exercise  of  undue  influence?  The  determination  of  this 
<^tion  must  always  be  largely  controlled  by  the  state  of  health 
d  condition  of  mind  of  the  person  alleged  to  have  been  unduly 

linfairly  influenced.  A  mind  naturally  weak,  or  which  has 
^ome  impaired  by  age,  disease  or  grief,  is  nmch  more  subject 
5iiiy  sort  of  control  than  one  naturally  strong  and  unimpaired. 

18  always,  therefore,  a  matter  of  the  first  importance  to  the 
V>unal  charged  with  the  duty  of  deciding  this  question,  to  know 
Uy  the  situation  and  surroundings,  and  the  exact  condition  of 
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mind  and  state  of  physical  health  of  the  peraon  allied  to  have 
been  imposed  upon. 

No  definition  of  wliat  the  law  denominates  undue  influeooe 
can  be  given  which  will  furnish  a  safe  and  reliable  test  for  eveir 
case.  Each  case  must  l>e  decided  on  its  own  special  facts.  All 
that  can  be  said,  in  tlie  way  of  formulating  a  general  rule  on  this 
subject,  is,  that  whatever  destroys  free  agency,  and  constrains  the 
person  whose  act  is  brought  in  judgment,  to  do  what  is  against 
his  will,  and  what  he  would  not  have  done  if  left  to  himself,  i?< 
undue  influence,  whether  the  control  be  exercised  by  physical 
force,  threats,  importunity  or  any  other  species  of  mental  or 
physical  coercion.  The  extent  or  degree  of  the  influence  is 
quite  immaterial,  for  the  test  always  is,  was  the  influence,  whether 
slight  or  powerful,  sufficient  to  destroy  free  agency,  so  that  the 
act  put  in  judgment  was  the  result  of  the  domination  of  the 
mind  of  another  rather  than  the  expression  of  the  will  and  mind 
of  the  actor.  Twner  v.  Cheesmarif  ;?  McCart.  2^3^  265 ;  Bi' 
eciUors  of  Moore  v.  BlauveU,?  McCart,  367  ;  Lynch  v.  Qementt, 
9  a  E,  Gr,  43  L 

Case's  of  this  class  generally  cast  upon  the  tribunal  charged 
with  the  duty  of  deciding  them  responsibilities  of  the  weightiest 
character.  It  is  the  dutv  of  the  courts  to  inflexibly  maintain 
the  right  of  the  citizen  to  exercise  full  and  complete  dominion 
over  his  property,  in  making  such  disposition  of  it  as  to  hiM 
may  seem  proper,  but  they  are  under  a  duty,  equally  solemn  and 
imperative,  not  to  allow  him  in  his  old  iige,  after  his  strength 
and  vigor  have  departed,  and  he  has  fallen  into  decrepitude  and 
weakness,  to  be  despoiled  of  his  property  by  any  sort  of  coercion 
or  trick.  It  is  their  duty  to  uj)hold  the  rights  of  the  strong, 
but  it  is  also  their  duty  to  protect  the  weak. 

At  the  time  the  gifts  were  made,  Mr.  Haydock  was  upwards 
of  seventy-five  years  of  age  ;  his  wife  was  about  fifty-five.  For 
two  or  three  months  preceding  the  gifts,  Mr.  Haydock  had  been 
confined  to  the  house  by  sickness ;  he  was  so  feeble,  physically, 
as  to  require  assistance  in  dressing  and  undressing;  he  sawfe^ 
persons  besides  the  members  of  his  household  and  his  physician- 
From  the  15th  of  January,  1879,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  h« 
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was  almost  constantly  in  charge  of  his  wife  and  her  brother, 
orge  Bayright.  Prior  to  the  date  just  mentioned,  George 
y right  and  his  wife  had  kept  house  at  Asbury  Park,  but  at 
it  date  they  closed  their  house,  and  Mrs.  Bayright  went  to 
ooklyn,and  Mr.  Bayright  went  to  Rah  way,  where  Mr.  Haydock 
ideti,  and  took  up  his  residence  with  him,  where  he  remained, 
2ept  for  short  intervals,  until  Mr.  Haydock  died.  Mr.  Hay- 
^k  and  his  daughter  had  no  intercourse  after  the  fall  of  1878. 
I  November  30th,  1878,  his  daughter  procured  a  commission 
lunacy  to  be  issued  against  him.  Before  it  issued,  the  proofs 
>w  that  Mrs.  Haydock  had  consulted  counsel  as  to  what  steps 
i^ould  be  necessary  for  her  to  take  to  have  a  guardian  ap- 
inted  for  Mr.  Haydock,  and  in  the  conference  stated  that  she 
)ught  he  required  a  guardian.  The  commission  sued  out  by 
i  daughter  was  executed  December  24th,  1878,  and  resulted 
a  finding  that  Mr.  Haydock  was  then  of  sound  mind.  The 
idence  leaves  no  ground  for  doubt  that  Mr.  Haydock  had  suf- 
lent  mind  at  this  time  to  understand  the  nature  of  this  pro- 
Kling.  Its  institution  deeply  wounded  him.  He  thought  it 
rraded  him,  and  that  it  was  prompted  solely  by  mercenary 
>tives.  He  did  not  appear  l)efore  tlie  commissioners ;  the  con- 
ion  of  his  health  rendered  it  imprudent,  if  not  dangerous,  for 
n  to  do  so,  but  he  was  represented  by  his  wife  and  also  by 
insel.  No  evidence  has  been  offered  tending  to  show  that  he 
spared  the  defence  made  to  the  lunacy  proceedings,  nor  that  he 
ve  any  direction  or  instruction  concerning  it.  The  finding  of 
'  jwy  g^ve  him  great  satisfaction.  When  he  first  heard  of  it 
expressed  his  satisfaction  by  exclaiming  "  Richard  is  himself 
lin  I "  Even  prior  to  this  proceeding,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
it  his  wife  possessed  a  strong  influence  over  him.  There  are 
ne  phases  of  his  conduct  which  show  that  he  stood  in  dread 
her.  On  one  or  two  occasions  it  is  proved  that  he  said,  after 
ving  done  something  which  displayed  great  infirmity  of  mem- 
^,  as  an  offer  to  pay  a  debt  a  second  time,  "  Don't  tell  Eliza." 
le  attempt  of  the  daughter  to  have  him  placed  under  the  con- 
d  of  a  guardian,  and  the  defence  made  in  his  behalf  by  his 
fe,  naturally  had  the  effect  of  weakening  the  influence  of  the 
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daughter  and  increasing  that  of  the  wife.     The  wife  admits  th^ 
her  influence  over  him  was  all-powerful.     While  under  croes-^^^ 
amination  she  was  asked  if  she  had  not  proposed  to  her  husband  ^ 
make  over  his  property  to  her,  to  which  she  replied  she  had  not,  ^bm 
added,  "  I  suppose  if  I  had  asked  him  to  do  so,  he  would  hare 
done  it."     If  she  is  not  mistaken  in  her  estimate  of  her  power,  it 
would  seem  that  he  must  have  been  a  very  plastic  instrument  in 
her  hands,  and  that  she  could  mould  his  will  into  any  form  dic- 
tated by  either  her  interest  or  her  fancy. 

His  mind  at  this  time  was  in  a  state  of  decay ;  senile  dementia 
had  undoubtedly  commenced.  He  was  very  forgetful ;  he  did 
not  comprehend  either  readily  or  clearly ;  his  perceptions  were 
blunted;  all  his  intellectual  faculties  were  dull  and  stupid.  Those 
who  had  known  him  longest,  and  were  best  able  to  contrast  the 
present  condition  of  his  mind  with  its  state  when  in  its  original 
vigor,  almost  with  one  accord  looked  upon  him  as  an  intellectual 
wreck.  There  is  evidence  in  the  case,  coming  from  sources  enti- 
tled to  great  respect  and  confidence,  which,  without  anything 
to  countervail  it,  would  be  abundantly  suflScient  to  support  a 
finding  that  at  the  time  the  gifts  were  made,  Mr.  Haydockdid 
not  possess  testamentary  capacity,  even  according  to  the  low 
standard  fixed  by  the  adjudications  of  this  state.  But  there  is 
countervailing  evidence,  and  I  am  not  persuaded  that  the  court 
ought  to  declare  the  gifts  void  solely  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
capacity.  It  is  certain,  however,  that  Mr.  Haydock  was  in  a 
condition  of  extreme  dependence.  He  was  weak  in  body  and 
feeble  in  mind  ;  he  could  do  little  for  himself;  he  was  compelled 
to  look  to  others  for  almost  everything  that  could  make  life  either 
desirable  or  endnnible.  He  was  in  a  position  where  he  would 
be  likely  to  be  easily  controlled  and  to  yield  to  light  influences, 
especially  if  exerted  by  a  pereon  in  whom  he  had  confidence,  of 
upon  whom  he  was  dependent. 

This  brings  us  to  the  main  question :  Were  these  gifte  tb^ 
product  of  undue  influence?  The  defendant  says  they  were 
purely  voluntary,  and  that  she  did  not  even  know  of  her  hus- 
band's intention  to  make  them  until  he  was  ready  to  execute  i^* 
They  were  the  subject  of  conversation  between  them,  though 
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coording  to  the  testimony  of  the  defendant's  brother  George, 
ley  had  been  fully  determined  upon  nearly  a  month  before  the 
rst  was  made,  and  the  securities  which  were  to  be  the  subject  of 
lem  had  been  separated  by  Mr.  Haydock  from  his  other  secu- 
Ities  and  tlieir  value  computed.  Considering  the  intimate  and 
>DfidentiaI  relations  of  the  parties,  their  constant  association, 
ad  the  strong  inducement  the  husband  was  under  to  make 
nown  to  his  wife  any  generous  purpose  he  may  have  entertained 
)wards  her,  the  reticence  attributed  to  him  strikes  my  mind  as 
ot  only  unnatural  and  improbable,  but  as  a  circumstance  justi- 
ring  the  most  painful  suspicions.  What  reason  is  it  possible  to 
isign  for  this  extraordinary  silence  ?  Whether  the  gifts  were 
ictated  by  love  for  the  wife,  or  by  hatred  for  the  daughter,  or 
^ere  the  product  of  mingled  love  and  resentment,  the  feeling 
ras  one  that  men  do  not  usually  conceal  without  a  motive.  It 
ID  hardly  be  believed  that  a  man  in  his  situation  would  have 
ttempted  to  perpetrate  a  surprise.  Childish  minds  are  usually 
rank  and  open ;  they  attempt  no  concealments  and  keep  no 
ecrets.  If  the  generous  purpose  ascribed  to  Mr.  Haydock  had 
originated  with  him,  I  am  unable  to  believe  that  it  would  have 
)een  possible  for  him,  in  his  weak  and  dependent  state,  to  have 
withheld  all  knowledge  of  it  from  his  wife  until  he  was  ready 
:o  execute  it,  and  the  fact  that  she  solemnly  declares  that  he  did, 
introduces  a  circumstance  in  support  of  her  claim  so  unnatural 
and  improbable  as  to  shock  credulity  and  to  cast  deep  distrust 
upon  her  whole  case. 

The  defendant's  brother  George  would  not  say  that  he  never 
Ijeard  the  defendant  ask  or  importune  her  husband  to  make  over 
"8  property  to  her.  All  he  can  be  induced  to  say  on  this  point 
;  that  he  may  have  heard  her  ask  him  to  do  so,  but  if  he  did 
'  cloes  not  recollect  it.  This  style  of  testifying  has  very  much 
^  appearance  of  an  attempt  to  suppress  the  truth.  There  are 
tnesses  whose  moral  sense  seems  to  be  much  less  out- 
S^d  by  a  suppression  of  the  truth  than  by  a  downright  denial 

it.  They  seem  to  think  the  shock  to  conscience  will  be  much 
violent  if  they  merely  pretend  to  forget,  than  it  would  be  if 
ventured  upon  a  bold,  blunt  denial.     In  this  case,  the  trans- 
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action  inquired  about  had  only  recently  occurred,  if  it  ever  -^^ 
curred  at  all,  and  it  was  of  a  character  likely  to  fasten  itself***' 
firmly  upon  his  memory  that  he  could  not  forget  it.  It  w^^ 
thing  which,  if  he  heard,  he  could  not  forget,  and  if  he  did  J|^ 
hear  it,  he  would  be  able  to  say,  positively,  that  it  never  oocu.  xyet 
in  his  presence.  Under  some  circumst;inces,  feigned  forge tift/. 
ness  of  a  fact  may  be  very  satisfactory  proof  of  its  existence. 

A  female  servant  who  lived  in  the  family  of  Mr.  Haydoct 
from  September,  1878,  up  to  the  middle  of  .Februar)',  1879, 
swears  that  Mrs.  Haydock  talked  to  her  husband  almost  eveiy 
day  about  his  money  affairs ;  that  Mr.  Haydock  said  very  little; 
in  the  language  of  the  witness,  she  could  hardly  get  a  word  oat 
of  him,  and  that  his  disinclination  to  talk  about  his  business- 
made  her  very  angry.  She  also  says  that  Mrs.  Haydock  had 
papers  which  she  wanted  Mr.  Haydock  to  sign,  and  that  she 
heard  Mrs.  Haydock  say  more  than  once,  when  she  was  angry, 
that  she  would  not  stay  WMth  him.  This  witness  seemed  to  n>e 
to  be  entirely  trustworthy.  There  was  nothing  in  her  deport- 
ment nor  in  her  story  which  created  the  slightest  doubt  of  the 
substantial  truth  of  her  testimony.  She  was  free  from  all  inter- 
est or  bias,  and  had  no  motive  to  misrepresent  or  withhold  the 
truth.  Another  female  servant,  who  lived  in  the  family  for 
some  weeks  after  the  one  whose  testimony  has  just  been  re- 
ferred to  left,  testifies  to  acts  and  expressions  by  Mrs.  Haydock 
constituting  coercion  of  the  most  offensive  sort.  If  her  testi- 
mony is  true,  Mr.  Haydock  was  almost  constantly,  during  the 
time  she  was  in  his  family,  importuned  to  sign  papers  and  maR*^ 
over  his  property,  by  methods  which,  in  his  situation,  amoonted 
to  absolute  torture.  But  there  are  portions  of  her  story  which, 
I  am  satisfied,  are  inventions.  She  is  also  self-contradicted. 
Standing  alone,  her  testimony  would  be  entitled  to  no  considera- 
tion whatever,  but  viewed,  as  it  must  l)e,  in  connection  with  the 
other  evidence  in  the  case,  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  discarded  as 
without  truth  or  force. 

The  (conclusion  I  have  reached,  after  listening  to  the  witnesses, 
and  attentively  observing  their  manner  while  testifying,  and 
after  giving  their  evidence  the  most  patient  and  careful  consid- 
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at  ion,  is,  that  the  gifts  in  question  were  procured  by  the  exer- 
;e  of  undue  influence.  I  h*ave  not  adverted  to  all  the  evidence 
liich  has  led  me  to  this  conclusion.  Usually,  in  ca<es  of  this 
lid,  there  are  many  little  things,  which,  in  the  al)stract,  are 
ere  trifles,  so  small  as  to  be  difficult  to  describe  as  separate  mat- 
rs,  but  which,  when  combined,  and  considered  in  the  concrete, 
ereise  a  very  potent  influence  upon  the  judgment.  There  are 
my  such  trifles  in  this  case. 

Besides,  the  transactions  brought  under  review  belong  to  a 
iss  which  it  is  the  habit  of  courts  of  equity  to  examine  with 
watchful  jealousy.  A  wife  may  make  a  valid  gift  to  her  hus- 
nd,  but  such  gifts  are  not  favored  in  equity,  and,  if  challenged, 
cx)urt  of  equity  will  examine  them  with  an  anxious  watchful- 
ss  and  caution  and  a  dread  of  undue  influence,  and  never 
nction  them  unless  they  appear  to  be  the  free  act  of  the  wife. 
Storj/'a  Eq.  Jur.  §  1396. 

The  reason  is  obvious.  The  husband  is  master;  the  wife 
cupies  a  position  of  dependence,  and  in  many  cases  his  superior 
«ition  enables  him  to  control  her  will  by  his  wish.  The  parties 
Te  had  exchanged  their  original  positions.  '  The  wife,  in  con- 
quenoe  of  her  husband's  weakness,  had  taken  his  place,  and  he 
id  sunk  into  hers.  For  this  reason,  I  tJiink,  the  court  is  bound, 
determining  the  validity  of  the  gifts  in  question,  to  ap[>ly  the 
lutary  principle  just  stated,  and,  unless  convinced  that  they 
are  the  free,  voluntary,  and  well-understood  acts  of  the  donor's 
ind,  must  set  them  aside.  I  am  not  so  convinced,  and  shall, 
nsequently,  advise  a  decree  for  complainants.  The  complain- 
its  are  entitled  to  costs. 
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Jane  Blakeley 

V. 

Sidney  Blakeley  et  al. 

1.  When  no  fraud  is  alleged,  and  where  incapacity  Is  the  ground  on  wlu'cb 
a  deed  is  sought  to  be  set  aside,  the  test  is,  had  the  grantor  sufiSdent  mind  Uy 
comprehend,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  the  nature  and  effect  of  what  he  was 
doing? 

2.  A  suitor  who  seeks  to  set  aside  a  deed  on  the  ground  of  incapacity,  most 
do  something  more  than  show  insanity  ;  he  must  show  that  the  transaction  be 
seeks  to  invalidate  was  affected  by  the  grantor's  den^gement 

3.  A  deed  made  by  a  person  of  non-sane  mind,  before  unsoundness  is  estab- 
lished by  inquisition,  is  not  void,  but  merely  voidable,  and  may  be  confinned 
in  lucid  intervals  so  as  to  be  unimpeachable. 


On  final  hearing  on  bill^  answer^  and  proofs  taken  before  a 
master. 

Mr,  John  A,  Miller y  for  complainant. 

Mr.  Wm.  B,  Ouild,  jun,,  for  defendants. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. 

The  complainant  seeks  to  set  aside  a  deed  made  by  ber 
mother  to  one  of  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  her  mother^ 

Note. — A  deed  or  contract  made  during  insanity  may  be  ratified  by  thegiWJ- 
tor,  if  his  sanity  be  subsequently  restored  {Breckinridge  v.  Ormsbyf  1  J.  J.  Mof^ 
eS6  ;  AUen  v.  BerryhiU,  27  lovoa  534  ;  Carrier  v.  Sears,  4  Allen  336;  Bantit  v. 
Brown,  105  Maaa.  551 ;  Taylor  v.  Patrick,  1  Bihh  168 ;  WiUten  v.  Borra/,- 
Buah508)]  including  an  invalid  marriage  {Cole  v.  Cole,  5  Sneed  57 ;  Crwnp 
V.  Mortjany  3  Ired.  Eq.  91,  See  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  4^  Mo.  595  ;  Jon/ea  v.  Jaf^ 
36  Md.  447 ;  Andrews  v.  Page,  3  Heisk.  054) ;  or  waiving  a  right  of  dower 
{Brown  v.  Hodgdon,  31  Me,  65 ;  but  see  Pinkerion  v.  Sargent,  102  Matt.S68); 
or  a  contract  made  during  intoxication  {Eaton  v.  Perry,  29  Mo.  96;  Blagg^- 
Hunter,  15  Ark.  246;  BarreU  v.  Buxton,  2  Aik.  167;  Arnold  v.  HicbMn,^ 
Munf,  15;  Matthews  v.  Baxter,  L.  R.  {8  Exch,)  132) ;  or  one  obtained  hyfnxA 
{Moxon  V.  Payne,  L.  R,  {7  Ch,)  442;  Montgomery  v.  Pickering,  116  Jfow. 
e27;   Bradley   v.  Cha^e,  22  Me,   rdl ;    PcarsoU  v.    Ch(tpin,  44  P^  SL  9; 
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'when  she  executed  the  deed,  was  insane.  The  deed  was  made  by 
fi  mother  to  a  daughter,  both  of  whom  bore  the  masculine  name 
of  Sidney. 

The  mother's  mental  condition  is  thus  described  in  tiie  bill : 
IHer  mind  was  so  unsound  and  deranged  that  it  was  impossible 
for  her  to  understand  the  purport  and  effect  of  a  deed,  and  she 
"was  incapable  of  receiving  an  intelligent  impression.     If  this  is 
St  correct  description  of  the  mother's  mind  when  she  executed  the 
deed,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  must  be  adjudged  voidable, 
ibr  the  test  in  this  class  of  cases,  when  no  fraud  is  alleged,  is,  had 
the  grantor  the  ability  to  comprehend,  in  a  reasonable  manner, 
the  nature  and  effect  of  the  act  he  was  doing  ?     If  he  had,  the 
deed  is  valid ;  if  he  had  not,  it  is  voidable.     It  is  not  indispen- 
sable, in  order  to  validate  his  act,  that  he  should  be  entirely  free 
from  delusion  or  mania ;  he  may  be  irrational  on  some  subjects 
and  yet  his  deed  be  valid,     A  suitor  seeking  to  set  aside  a  deed 
on  the  ground  of  insanity  in  the  grantor,  must  do  something 
more  than  show  the  mere  fact  of  insanity ;  he  must,  in  addition, 
show  that  the  transaction  which  he  challenges  was  affected  by 
the  grantor's  derangement.     Chief  Justice  Beasley,  speaking  for 
the  court  of  errors  and  ap|>eals,  in  Lozear  v.  Shields,  8  C,  E. 
Or.  510y  said  it  was  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  if  any  phase  of 
insanity  was  shown,  the  transaction  brought  in  question  must 
necessarily  be  held  invalid.     Mania  does  not,  pe?*  se,  vitiate  a 
transaction,  for  the  question  in  such  cases  is,  has  the  transaction 
called  in  question  been  affected  by  it?     Proof  of  a  morbid  turn 
of  mind,  on  a  subject  entirely  disconnected  from  the  transaction 

Hanwn  v.  Fidd,  41  Miss.  712;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gay,  63  Mo.  SS) ;  or,  by 
forgery  {Brook  v.  Hook^  L.  B.  {6  Exch.)  89;  Wilkinson  v.  Stoney^  1  Jebb  <fe  S. 
509;  AshpUel  v.  Bryan,  2  B.  &  S.  403;  Union  Bank  v.  Middlebrook,  33  Conn. 
95;  Howard  v.  Ihincan,  3  Lans.  174;  Thorn  v.  BeU,  Hill  &  Den,  J^O  ;  Green- 
fdd  Bank  v.  Crafts,  4  Allen  447;  Dow  v.  Spenny,  29  Mo.  386  ;  see  Bell  ads. 
Sh\dday  4  Harr.  93;  Forsyth  v.  Day,  46  Me.  176;  Terry  v.  Bissell,  26  Conn,  23  ; 
Walker  v.  St.  Louis  Bank,  5  Mo.  App.  214). 

While  there  may  be  a  ratification  of  a  tort  (Cooley  on  Torts  127 ;  Broom* s  Max, 
*679;  see  Stickney  v.  Munroe,  44  Me.  195  ;  Perrin  v.  Claflin,  11  Mo.  13;  Moore 
V.  RogerSf  6  Jones  297),  sembU,  there  can  be  none  of  a  crime  (Morse  v.  State,  6 
Ofmn.9). 
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brought  in  judgment,  is  absolutely  irrelevant.      Substantia 
the  same  views  were  expressed  by  the  supreme  court  in 
V.  Eiitoriy  8  Vr.  113. 

If  the  proofs  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  are  believed,    ^/y* 
fully  proved  that  the   mother  was  under  the  influence  of  iik^sji^^ 
(lelasions,  of  a  very  marked  and  decideil  character,  about  the  -time 
she  executed  the  deed   in  question.     She  believed  she  was  in 
danger  of  being  murdered    by  a  number  of  different  |)ersoiK!, 
among  whom  were  her  daughter  Sidney  and  a  prominent  iAergv- 
man  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church.     So  strong  was  this  delusion 
with  respect  to  her  daughter,  that  there  were  times  when  she 
would  not  take  food  prepared  by  her,  declaring  she  believed  it 
was  poisoned.     She  also  accused  her,  unjustly,  of  striking  her 
with  an  iron  bar,  and  of  driving  lier  from  her  own  house.    It  is 
also  proved  that  sliortly  before  the  deed  was  made,  she  approached 
one  of  her  grandchildren,  with  a  knife  in  her  hand,  declaring 
that  she  meant  to  kill  her;  that  while  under  the  influence  of  a 
mad  freak,  she  cut  a  night-dress,  belonging  to  this  grandchild,  into 
strips;    it  is  also  proved  that  she  attempted  to  commit  suicide, 
by  cutting  her  throat  with  a  pair  of  scissors,  and  twice  reported, 
to  one  or  more  of  her  relatives,  that  the  daughter  to  whom  she 
made  the  deed  in  question  had  been  dead  for  sf)me  time.    She 
seems,  also,  to  have  believed  that  those  to  whom  she  entrusted 
the  care  of  her  money  were  endeavoring  to  defraud  her.    If  this 
evidence  stood  alone,  I  think  it  would  be  verv  difficult  to  resist 
the  conviction  that  the  grantor's  mind  wits  so  thoroughly  wrecked, 
and  her  reason  so  completely  dethroned,  when  she  made  the  deed 


There  must  be  an  aflirmiinco  or  (iisnffirriiancc  of  the  entire  contract  [McG^^'^ 
V.  Calhihan,  JO  fwl.  JJS ;  AnuAd  v.  Ric.hnond  Iron  WnrkA,  1  Gray  4-37:  Huf^ 
ter  V.  Steinbrifitje,  17  Gn.  J-i-i), 

What  acts  amount  to  u  ralilicati(m  (GraiU  v.  ThompAoitf  4  Conn.^*03;  Bof- 
sett  \\  Bron-n,  JO.-i  3/fW.^.  .7  7/ ,-  Van  Dnuf-n\\Sweet,'>I  X,  Y.  37S  ;  WHlim* 
V.  Inahci,  1  Bailey  -^J ;  Bond  v.  Bund^  7  Allen  J;  Fitzpatrick  x.Comrf^' 
Humph.  JJ4;  Ladd  v.  Jlihlcbrant,  ~V  IK/.x.  J.l'* ;  Thacher  v.  Pray,  US  Mo»- 
^tn  ;  Gore  v.  Gibson,  U  M.  tt  W.  G^'6,  Polhck,  t\  B.;  Humphreys  v.  Gttt^  ^^ 
X.  H.  3S3;  Beiuidcopf  v.  Ru/ge,  37  Ind,  J(f7 ;  Leslie  v.  Wiley,  47  X  T.  ^l 
Kirk  V.  Glover,  5  Slew,  <fc  Port,  340;  Dean  v.  Yates,  J  J  Ohio  St,  3SS).  See, 
further,  Seanlan  v.  Cobb,  S6  Am.  Law  Reg.  512,  note. — Rep. 
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in  qaestioDy  that  it  was  impossible  for  her  to  have  had  anything 
like  a  reasonable  understanding  or  clear  apprehension  of  the  act 
she  was  engaged  in,  when  she  executed  it. 

But  ahnost  every  witness  who  testifies  to  acts  or  expressions 
tending  to  show  insanity,  also  says  there  were  times  when  she 
"was  rational.  They  agree,  with  almost  entire  unanimity,  that  in 
all  her  business  matters  she  seemed  to  be  sane.  They  describe 
her  as  economical  to  meanness ;  one  says  of  her  that  she  was  so 
stingy  as  actually  to  deprive  herself  of  the  necessaries  of  life.  In 
all  matters  of  business  she  seems  to  have  acted  with  care  and 
<aiution  ;  and  her  business  transactions^  so  far  as  they  have  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court,  seem  to  have  been  managed 
with  sound  judgment  and  good  sense.  She  obtained  title  to  the 
property  in  controversy  only  a  week  before  she  made  the  deed 
now  sought  to  be  set  aside.  The  deed  to  her  bears  date  May 
19th,  1877,  and  that  to  the  defendant  May  26th,  1877.  The 
complainant  does  not  deny  her  mother's  competency  to  acquire 
property;  indeed,  the  evidence  shows  that  she  negotiated  the 
purchase  with  great  shrewdness  and  tact.  No  change  in  her 
mental  condition  is  shown  to  have  taken  place  between  the  date 
of  the  deed  to  her  and  the  date  of  the  deed  from  her.  If  she 
was  competent  to  buy,  she  was  competent  to  convey.  Her  capa- 
city to  acquire  is  not  disputed.  The  acquisition  of  this  property 
by  the  grantor,  so  short  a  time  before  she  made  the  deed  in  dis- 
pute, and  the  fact  that  in  making  the  contract  of  purchase,  she 
acted  with  shrewdness  and  sound  judgment,  are  facts  possessing 
almost  decisive  weight  on  the  question  of  capacity.  Rcl  icf  should 
not  be  given  in  equity  on  a  case  which,  in  its  fundamental  facts, 
is  glaringly  inconsistent. 

But  the  question  of  the  case  is.  Did  the  grantor,  when  she  exe- 
cuted this  deed,  comprehend,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  the  nature 
and  effect  of  her  act?  '  The  act  itself,  in  view  of  the  facts,  was 
neither  irrational  nor  unjust.  She  paid  ^1,650  for  the  property. 
She  had  already  given  the  house  where  she  lived  to  one  of  her 
sons.  The  grantee  of  the  deed  in  question  was  her  youngest 
daughter.  She  was  the  only  one  of  her  children  who  had  re- 
mained with  her  in  her  old  age.    The  others  had  left  her,  and  gone 
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out  into  the  world  to  do  for  themselves.  This  one  sometimes 
went  to  service,  but  when  she  did  so,  slie  either  gave  her  wage» 
to  her  mother  or  expended  them  in  the  purchase  of  neoessariesor 
comfbrts  for  her.  The  mother  said  she  was  the  best  child  she 
had.  This  praise  was  fully  warranted  by  the  daughter's  filial 
conduct.  Her  love  for  her  mother  was  very  strong.  On  one 
occasion,  when  it  was  suggested  that  her  mother  should  be  sent 
to  a  lunatic  asylum,  she  at  once  declared  that  her  mother  should 
never  be  sent  there  while  she  could  get  money  enough  to  keep 
her  out.  She  may  not  have  been  wise  in  her  love,  but  there  can 
be  no  doubt  about  its  sincerity.  While  the  other  children  were 
laboring  to  accumulate  property  for  themselves,  this  daughter  was 
devoting  her  life  to  her  mother.  They  were  not  only  willing 
that  she  should  make  this  sacrifice  for  her  mother's  sake,  but  ther 
seemed  to  expect  her  to  do  it.  It  was,  therefore,  both  natural 
and  just  that  the  mother  should  feel  a  strong  preference  for  this 
daughter. 

But  the  most  satisfactory  evidence  in  elucidation  of  the  ques- 
tion propounded  by  the  case  is,  what  the  mother  said  in  explana- 
tion of  her  purchase,  and  why  siie  had  conveyed  tlie  property  to 
the  defendant.  Sixteen  witnesses  have  repeated  remarks  made 
by  the  mother  upon  this  subject.  Three  of  them  testify  that  tlie 
mother  said,  in  March  or  April,  1877,  she  was  going  to  buy  a 
property  for  Sidney.  One  of  the  three  also  says  that  she  said  Sid- 
ney had  worked  hard  ;  had  been  good  to  her ;  had  waited  on  her, 
and  taken  good  care  of  her.  The  others  testify  to  declarations, 
extending  from  May,  1877,  to  January,  1878,  showing  that  the 
mother  fully  understood  that  she  had  purchased  a  property  in 
East  Orange,  and  had  afterwards  conveyed  it  to  Sidney.  lo 
almost  every  instance,  she  gave  the  reason  which  induced  her  to 
convey  the  property  to  her  daughter.  One  of  them  narrates  his 
conversation  with  the  mother  in  this  fashion,  after  giving  the 
time  as  being  in  October,  1877 : 

"She  asked  me  if  I  knew  anything  about  her  parchasmg  a  property  in 
East  Orange;  I  said  'Yes,  you  told  me  about  it  before  I  went  away;'  ih« 
said,  ^  Why,  I  do  not  remember  it ;'  I  then  put  her  in  mind  of  what  she  said 
in  May  previous ;  then  she  recollected.    I  then  asked  her  what  the  property 
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was  worth,  and  she  told  me  the  sum  she  bought  it  for ;  I  can't  remember  the 
amount  now.  I  then  asked  her  whether  she  was  really  going  to  giye  it  to  Sid-- 
ney,  and  she  replied,  'Who  has  got  a  better  right  to  it  ?' " 

Taken  together,  these  declarations  show,  first,  that  the  mother 
was  sensible  of  her  obligations  to  her  daughter ;  second,  that  she 
intended  to  reward  the  daughter  for  her  sacrifices ;  third,  that  she 
made  the  purchase  for  the  purpose  of  giving  it  to  her  daughter, 
and  fourth,  that  the  conveyance  to  the  daugliter  was  made  to  fulfill 
the  object  she  had  in  view  in  making  the  purchase.  It  would 
be  di£5cult,  I  think,  in  any  case,  to  furnish  more  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  a  grantor  fully  understood  and  appreciated  what  he 
was  doing,  when  he  made  a  deed,  by  proof  of  his  declarations 
and  statements,  than  is  presented  by  the  evidence  in  this  case. 

This  case  differs,  in  an  important  particular,  from  ordinary 
cases.  Ordinarily,  where  mental  incapacity  is  set  up  to  avoid  a 
deed,  the  grantor  conveys  something  which  he  has  owned  for  a 
considerable  period  of  time.  But  here,  tlie  grantor  obtained  title 
to  the  thing  conveyed  very  shortly  before  conveying  it,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  making  it  over,  by  way  of  gift,  to  her  child. 
And  this  case  is  marked  by  this  further  peculiarity :  those  who 
challenge  the  capacity  of  the  person  whose  act  they  bring  in 
question,  do  not  seek  to  avoid  that  part  of  her  act  by  which  she 
obtained  title,  but  merely  that  part  of  her  act  by  which  she 
divested  herself  of  title.  So  that  they  place  themselves  in  this 
incongruous  position :  she  was  sane  enough  to  negotiate  a  pur- 
chase, and  had  sufficient  understanding  to  accept  a  title,  but  she 
was  not  sane  enough  to  dispose  of  her  property  to  reward  a  child 
who  had  given  her  the  best  years  of  its  life. 

Though  the  deed  in  question  was  signed  and  acknowledged 
May  26th,  1877,  it  was  not  fully  executed  by  delivery  until 
November  12th,  1877.  It  is  not  proved  that  even  then  there 
was  an  actual  delivery.  The  i)erson  who  had  possession  of  it  up 
to  that  date  says  that  he  gave  it  then  either  to  the  daughter  or 
the  mother,  but  he  does  not  distinctly  remember  which.  But  for 
another  piece  of  evidence,  it  might  be  doubted  whether  the  proof 
of  delivery  was  sufficient  to  pass  title.  But  it  is  proved  by  an 
insurance  agent  that  on  the  14th  of  November,  1877,  the  mother 
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applied  to  him  for  a  policy  on  this  property,  and  that  she  gavebima 
description  of  the  house,  its  location,  stated  the  amount  of  insur- 
ance desired,  and  instructed  him  to  issue  the  policy  in  the  name 
of  Sidney  Blakeley,  jun.,  as  owner.  This  fact  I  regard  as  one 
of  great  weight,  aside  from  its  importance  on  the  question  of  de- 
livery. It  was  not  only  the  act  of  an  apparently  sane  mind,  but 
of  a  provident,  cautious  and  thoughtful  person. 

The  evidence,  I  think,  fully  demonstrates  that  the  mother, 
both  when  she  signed  and  acknowledged  the  deed  in  question 
and  when  she  executed  it  by  delivery,  fully  and  clearly  compre- 
hended what  she  was  doing,  and,  in  my  judgment,  her  acts,  in 
those  respects,  were  not  only  rational,  but  eminently  just. 

Another  topic  should  be  adverted  to.  A  deed  by  a  person  of 
non-sane  mind,  made  before  the  fact  of  insanity  is  found  by  in- 
quisition, is  not  void,  but  merely  voidable.  If  lucid  intervals 
occur,  after  the  deed  is  made,  and  in  such  intervals  the  grantor 
confirms  and  ratifies  tiie  deed,  it  thereby  becomes  unimpeachable. 
Allui  V.  Billings,  6  Met  1^15 ;  Arnold  v.  Richmond  Iran  Woih, 
1  Gray  IfBJf,;  Gibson  v.  Loper,  6  Gray  279  ;  WaH  v.  Maxwfllj 
6  Pick,  27,     In  Allis  v.  Billings,  the  court  say : 

"A  voidable  deed  is  capable  of  confirmation,  and  if  a  grantor,  when  insane 
makes  a  deed,  and  should  afterwards,  in  a  lucid  interval,  well  understanding  the 
nature  of  the  instrument,  ratify  and  adopt  it  as  his  deed,  as  by  receiving  the 
purchase-money  due  under  it.  this  would  give  effect  to  it,  and  render  it  vali<i 
in  the  hands  of  the  grantee." 

As  already  remarked,  nearly  all  of  the  witnesses  who  testify 
to  acts  or  expressions  indicative  of  insanity,  also  give  evi- 
<lence  showing  clearly  tliat  Mrs.  Blakeley's  fits  of  insanity  were 
but  of  temporary  duration,  and  were  always  succeeded  by  lucid 
intervals.  There  is  scarcely  a  witness  wiio  has  spoken  upon  the 
main  point  in  contest,  but  has  given  evidence  showing  more  or 
less  clearly  tiiat  tiiere  were  times  when  she  was  entirely  rational. 
Her  conduct  and  speecli  remove  all  doubt  upon  this  point.  Her 
conversations  about  the  time  the  deed  was  made;  her  declarations 
showing  why  she  intended  to  buy  this  property,  and  her  subse- 
quent declarations  showing  what  she  had  done  with  it ;  her  fre- 
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qaent  acknowledgment  of  her  obligations  to  her  daughter,  and 
her  statement  of  the  considerations  which  influenced  her  in 
making  the  property  over  to  her  daughter,  demonstrate  not  only 
Ibat  her  mind  was  free  from  mania  or  delusion  at  tliose  times^ 
but  that  she  fully  understood  what  she  had  done,  and  meant  to 
stand  by  her  act.  There  is  no  evidence  proving  directly  that,  at 
the  particular  time  when  this  deed  was  executed,  she  did  or  said 
anything  indicating  that  slie  was  not  in  the  full  enjoyment  of  Iier 
reason  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  sliows  she  was.  But  if  it 
had  been  shown  that  she  was  actually  insane  at  that  time,  still,  I 
think,  the  evidence  of  ratification,  when  her  mind  was  lucid  and 
she  was  free  from  delusion,  is  so  strong  and  full  that  the  court 
would  be  bound  to  declare  that  any  infirmity  which  had  existed 
originally  had  been  removed  by  confirmation. 

One  other  fact  should  be  noticed.  The  defendant  was  one  of 
the  persons  whom  the  mother  believed  had  designs  upon  her  life.^ 
While  this  delusion  lasted,  it  is  certain,  I  think,  that  the  mother 
would  bestow  nothing  upon  the  daughter  that  she  was  at  liberty 
to  withhold.  No  one  pretends  that  the  motlier  ever  said,  when 
justifying  or  explaining  her  gift,  that  she  made  it  to  appease  the 
imaginary  hatred  of  her  daughter,  or  to  purchase  immunity 
from  the  evil  she  thought  her  daughter  intended  to  do  to  her. 
The  fact  that  she  was  at  times  subject  to  this  delusion  respecting 
her  daughter,  furnishes  very  cogent  evidence  tiiat  she  was  free 
from  its  influence  at  the  time  this  deed  was  made. 

I  think  the  complainant's  case  fails  at  all  points,  and  that  her 
bill  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY. 

FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881. 


Theodore  Runyon,  Esq.,  Ordinary. 


EtiTZA  p.  Wanzbr,  administ]ra.trix, 
Kate  Eldridge,  guardian  &c. 

der  an  order  of  the  orphans  court,  an  administratrix  sold  lands  of  her 
ate  to  pay  debts.  The  sale  was  announced  as  being  made  free  of  encam- 
es,  and  the  property  was  struck  off  at  $2,900,  and  the  sale  confirmed  by 
iurt.  Afterward,  the  purchaser  refused  to  comply  with  his  bid,  because 
er  assessment  and  two  judgments  against  former  owners  of  the  premises 
liens  thereon.  The  assessment  was  paid  off  before,  but  the  judgments 
itil  after,  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  completing  the  sale.  The  admin- 
rix  then  obtained  an  order  vacating  the  confirmation  order,  re-adver- 
the  property  and  tried,  without  success,  to  sell  it  again ;  she  also  peti- 
1  the  court  for  directions  in  the  premises,  but  this  petition  was  dismissed. — 

That  she  was  not  chargeable  with  the  $2,900. 

That  her  petition  for  directions  was  properly  dismissed. 


ppeal  from  decree  of  Middlesex  orphans  court.     On  tes- 

nj  and  state  of  the  case. 
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Mr.  S.  D,  Grimsieady  for  appellant. 
Mr.  C.  T,  Coweiihoveriy  for  rospoiulent. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  orphans  court  charged  tlie  appellant,  iu  her  intermediate 
account  of  her  administration,  with  the  amount  of  $2,900  of  the 
purchase- money  at  whicii  certain   real  estate  of  the  intestate  was 
sold  by  her  to  raise  money  to  pay  debts,  under  an  order  of  the 
orphans  court.     The  order  was  made  March  lOtii,  1875.  The 
purchasers  were  Francis  M.  Oliver  and  Jarvis  Wanzer,  jun.  The 
sale   was   duly   reported  to  the  orphans  court,  and   was  con- 
firmed June  1st,  1875.     Subsequently,  the   purchasers  having 
refused  to  accept  tiie  deed  and  complete  their  purchase,  she  ap- 
plied to  the  orphans  court  for  an  order  setting  aside  the  order 
of  confirmation,  and  for  a  new  order  of  sale.     It  appears,  by  the 
state  of  the  case,  tiiat  this  application  was  granted,  and  she  was 
orally  (but   no  order  was  entered)  directed  by  the  court  to  pro* 
ceed  to  sell  the  property  again,  and  then  report  the  whole  pro-' 
ceedings.     She  accordingly   again  advertised   the  proj>erty,  anc» 
put  it  up  for  sale,  but  has  not  been  able  to  get  any  bid  for  it  ^ 
and  it  still  remains  undisposed  of.     The   intermediate  acamu  "• 
above  mentioned  was  rendered  in  pursuance  of  the  requireruen  "• 
of  a  dtiition.     The  administratrix  did  not  charge  herself  thereic^ 
with  the  §2,900,  or  any  part  of  it ;  nor  did  she  ever  receive  it  ,^ 
or  any  part  of  it.     The  respondent  excepted  to  the  account  be — 
cause  the  administratrix  had  not  charged  herself  with  the  $2,900  ^ 
Before  the  exception  came  on  for  hearing,  the  administratrix  ap- 
l)lied   by  petition,  to   the  orphans  court,  for  direction   iu  th 
matter  of  the  sale,  but  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  after  hearln: 
thereon,  was   denied.     It  appears  that    at    the    sale   at  whici 
Oliver  and  Wanzer  purchased  it  was  orally  stated   by  the  an 
tioneer,  immediately  after  he  read  the  conditions,  which  were  i  "^ 
writing,  that  the  property  was  to  be  sold  free  of  all  encumbrance^ 
Oliver  swears  to  the  fact  distinctly  and  explicitly.     He  testifie^^^ 
further,  that  the  administratrix  also  told  him  the  same  thing.    Th»^ 
auctioneer  swears  that  he  said  iu  the  presence  of  all,  in  answer  t^ 
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luestion,  that  the  property  was  to  be  sold  free  of  encumbrances, 
d  he  adds  that  he  presumes  that  that  statement  is  in  the  condi- 
•ns.  It  appears,  however,  that  it  is  not.  The  administratrix 
rroborates  Oliver.  She  swears  that  she  told  Wanzer  positively 
At  if  he  should  buy  the  property,  he  should  have  a  title  free 
3m  all  encumbrance — that  she  would  clear  it  of  all  encumbrance, 
le  says,  also,  that  she  told  the  auctioneer  to  sell  free  from  all 
icumbrances.  She  also  says  that  she  did  not  then  know  of  the 
dstence  of  the  judgments  hereinafter  mentioned.  There  is  no 
K)ra  to  doubt  that  the  property  was  sold  free  of  all  encumbrance. 
Hiver  placed  in  the  hands  of  his  counsel  $2,200  in  cash  and  his 
ote  for  $700,  for  the  purchase-money,  to  be  handed  over  when 
le  title  should  be  approved  by  his  counsel.  The  property,  at 
le  time  of  the  sale,  was  subject  to  a  sewer  assessment  of  $700, 
id  also  to  the  lien  of  two  judgments  for  about  $4,000,  against 
evious  owners.  The  administratrix,  on  the  26th  of  July,  1875, 
idered  a  deed,  duly  executed,  to  the  purchasers,  and  required 
-en  to  complete  the  purchase.  It  would  seem  that  the  sewer 
^ssments  had  then  been  paid  by  her.  They  referred  her 
orney,  who  made  the  tender,  to  their  counsel,  who  refused  to 
!^pt  the  conveyance,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  sub- 
^  to  the  lien  of  the  judgments.  Tiie  administratrix  proceeded 
obtain  a  release  of  the  property  from  that  lien,  and  when,  after 
^ing  succeeded  in  doing  so,  she  again  (but  not  till  after  the 
^«  fixed  in  the  conditions  of  sale  for  the  delivery  of  the  deed 
i  passed)  tendered  the  deed  to  Oliver  and  his  counsel,  they 
Vised  to  accept  it,  saying  that  they  had  made  other  disposition 
the  money  which  Oliver  had  left  in  the  hands  of  his  counsel, 
ci  had  given  up  the  idea  of  taking  the  property,  and  had  sup- 
^^  that  the  administratrix  had  also  abandoned  all  expectation 
^t  they  would  take  it.  Upon  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts, 
^re  appears  to  be  no  ground  for  cliarging  the  administratrix 
t.h  the  purchase-money.  The  decree  of  the  orphans  court. 
Owing  the  exception  and  surcharging  the  account,  will  be 
Versed,  with  costs. 

Ihe  administratrix  appealed,  also,  from  the  order  denying  the 
^yer  of  her  petition  for  direction  as  to  her  further  proceedings 
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in  reference  to  the  sale  of  the  land.  The  orphans  court  was 
right  in  that  matter.  The  purchasers  having  failed  to  complete 
their  purchase^  it  was  the  duty  of  the  administratrix  to  proceed 
to  a  resale  without  further  order.  The  order  complained  of  will 
be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


In  the  matter  of  the  propounding  for  probate  of  a  p^per  writing, 
purjK)rting  to  be  the  last  will  of  Ann  Jane  Andrews, 
deceased,  late  of  Jersey  City. 

1.  The  testamentary  capacity  of  a  testatrix  who  executed  her  will  in  the 
later  stages  of  pulmonary  consumption,  established  against  the  hypothetial 
opinions  of  experts  as  to  the  eflect,  upon  the  mind,  of  the  medicines  usually 
employed  in  such  cases. 

2.  The  charge  of  undue  influence  exerted  on  testatrix  by  her  mother,  her 
£ole  legatee  and  executrix,  held  not  to  be  sustained,  it  ap()earing  that  testatrix 
had  been  obliged,  by  her  husband's  cruelty,  to  leave  him  and  return  to  her 
parent's  liouse ;  and  that  testatrix  also  desired  her  mother  to  have  the  care 
and  custody  of  her  infant,  in  preference  to  its  father. 


The  Ordinary. 

On  the  6th  of  August,  187S,  Mrs.  Ann  Jane  Andrews,  now 
deceased,  then  the  wife  of  James  B.  Andrews,  of  Jersey  City, 
executed  an  instrument  of  writing  as  her  last  will  and  testament, 
in  the  presence  of  Rev.  Fernando  C.  Putnam,  the  pastor  of  the 
church  she  attended  when  in  health,  Edward  D.  Gill  more,  esq., 
the  lawyer  employed  to  draw  tiie  will,  and  Mrs.  Mary  T.  Cham- 
berlain, a  neighbor  and  acquaint'ince  of  the  testatrix,  as  testa- 
mentary witnesses.  Three  days  previous  to  the  making  of  the 
will,  the  testatrix,  who  was  ill  of  pulmonary  consamptioo,  left 
her  husband's  house,  which  adjoined  that  of  her  father,  Isaac 
Cordukes,  and  went  to  the  latter  house,  and  she  remained  there 
until  she  died,  which  was  on  the  26th  day  of  August,  1878, 
twenty  days  after  the  making  of  the  will. 
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The  will  was  executed  at  her  father's  house,  and  with  all  due 
l^al  formalities ;  and  the  testamentary  witnesses  all  testify  to  her 
capacity.  By  the  will,  she  gave  all  her  property  to  her  mother, 
whom  she  constituted  executrix.  The  testatrix  was  the  second 
wife  of  Mr.  Andrews,  to  whom  she  was  married  on  the  1st  of 
June,  1876.  By  him  she  had  one  child,  a  boy,  born  in  Septem- 
ber, 1877.  Her  property  was  never  of  large  amount.  She 
ippears  to  have  had  about  $1,000,  which  were  given  to  her  by 
lier  relatives  when  she  was  married ;  $500  of  which  were  in  cash 
afterwards  invested  in  a  bond),  given  to  her  by  her  uncle 
Thomas,  and  $500  in  a  bond,  a  present  from  her  aunt,  whose 
namesake  she  was.  She  had,  also,  a  pair  of  diamond  ear-rings, 
yiven  to  her  by  her  uncle  Jonathan,  and  a  piano-forte,  the  gift 
)f  her  mother.  Besides  these  things  she  had  a  few  trinkets  and 
iier  wearing  apparel.  All  the  jewelry  that  she  had  received  from 
ber  husband,  she  returned  to  him  after  siie  left  his  house,  with 
:he  exception  of  one  little  ring;  so  that  the  property  which,  by 
lier  will,  she  gave  to  her  mother,  had  all  been  received  from  her 
)wn  family.  Mr.  Gill  more  testifies  in  regard  to  the  execution 
)f  the  instrument,  that  the  paper  was  signed  on  the  6th  of  Au- 
gust, 1878 ;  that  there  were  present  the  testatrix,  Mr.  Putnam, 
Mrs.  Chamberlain  and  himself;  that  the  testatrix  was  sitting  in 
1  chair  near  the  bed  ;  that  he  read  the  will  to  her  and  she  signed 
it,  the  seal  being  on  already ;  that  he  asked  her  whether  she 
signed,  sealed,  published  and  declared  it  to  be  her  last  will  and 
:estament,  and  she  answered  that  she  did,  and  that  he  then  asked 
ber  whether  she  requested  Mr.  Putnam  and  himself  and  Mrs. 
dhamberlain  to  sign  as  witnesses,  and  she  answered  that  she  did 
30  request  them.  He  further  says  that  then  Mr.  Putnam  signed 
bis  name  as  a  witness,  he,  Mr.  Gillmore,  signed  his,  and  Mrs. 
Ohamberlain  hers.  He  further  says  that  the  testatrix  signed  her 
Dame  in  the  presence  of  these  three  witnesses ;  that  they  were 
present  when  he  asked  her  whether  she  signed,  sealed,  published 
md  declared  it  to  be  her  last  will  and  testament,  and  when  she 
inswered  that  she  did,  and  that  they  were  present  when  she 
requested  them  to  sign  as  witnesses,  and  signed  in  the  presence 
>f  each  other  and  in  her  presence.     He  says,  speaking  on  the 
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subject  of  her  capacity^  that  she  seemed  to  understand  clearly 
what  she  was  doing,  and  after  the  will  was  executed,  asked  him 
whether  her  husband  could  keep  or  get  (he  says  he  forgets  whicb 
expression  she  used)  her  property  after  that.  Mr.  Putnam  says 
she  seemed  perfectly  to  understand  the  will  she  was  executing, 
and  the  nature  of  the  act  she  was  performing ;  and  Mrs.  Cham- 
berlain testifies  to  the  same  efiTect  Mr.  Gillmore  drew  the  will, 
and  he  testifies  on  the  subject  of  his  instructions  for  it,  which  he 
received  from  the  testatrix.  He  says  she  inquired  of  him 
whether  she  could  leave  her  property  so  that  her  husband  would 
not  get  it,  or  could  not  keep  it,  and  he  told  her  he  thought  she 
could,  and  promised  to  draw  the  will.  He  says  she  spoke  to  him 
about  her  bonds,  and  said  her  husband  had  them ;  that  he  asked 
her  if  they  had  been  converted  into  cash,  and  she  said  it  was  not 
by  her  consent  that  her  husband  had  appropriated  those  bonds  to 
his  own  use.  He  says  she  spoke  also  of  the  piano-forte,  and  said 
it  was  a  wedding  present.  Mr.  Gillmore  also  testifies  that  she 
spoke  to  him  in  reference  to  her  child,  and  asked  him  if  she  coold 
keep  it;  and  he  told  her  he  thought  she  could,  as  long  as  she 
stayed  at  her  father's  house,  A  few  days  after  that  her  husband 
began  proceedings,  by  habeas  corpus,  to  obtain  the  custody  of  the 
child. 

The  contestant  is  Mr.  Andrews,  and  he  resists  the  admissioa 
of  the  paper  to  probate  as  the  will  of  his  wife,  on  the  ground  of 
incompetency  and  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  her  mother,  her 
legatee  and  executrix.  To  the  testimony  of  the  testamentary 
witnesses,  he  opposes  that  of  several  physicians  produced  by  him 
as  experts  in  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  disease  of  the  testatrix 
and  the  medicines  administered  (which  were  the  usual  palliatives 
and  alteratives  given  in  like  cases),  on  the  mind  of  the  patient. 
As  was  to  have  been  expected,  their  testimony  is  by  no  means  of 
a  decisive  character.  Indeed,  it  is  of  but  little,  if  any,  service 
in  the  judicial  inquiry.  To  their  hypothetical  deductions  is 
opposed  the  reality  of  the  case  in  hand.  In  opposition  to  their 
conclusions  iis  to  what,  on  their  hypotheses,  the  mental  condition 
of  the  patient  in  the  suppositional  case  should  be,  is  the  fact  of 
what  the  mental  condition  of  the  patient,  in  the  actual  case,  was.. 
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It  is  worthy  of  remark  in  this  connection,  that  Dr.  J.  D.  McGill 
-and  Dr.  Theodore  R.  Varick,  called  as  experts  on  the  part  of  the 
proponent,  testify  to  the  fact  which  raay  be  said  to  be  within 
common  observation,  also,  that  the  mind  of  a  person  ill  of  pul- 
monary consumption  is  but  little,  if  any,  affected  by  the  pro- 
gress of  the  disease  or  the  medicines  usually  administered  in  such 
cases.  Dr.  Varick,  to  the  question  whether,  in  his  judgment, 
there  is  anything  in  the  presence  of  the  ordinary  symptoms  of 
consumption  of  the  lungs,  together  with  such  treatment  as  was 
^iven  in  the  case  in  hand,  to  impair  the  patient's  mind,  so  &s  to 
prevent  him  or  her  from  doing  ordinary  business,  answers,  "Not 
at  all;  as  a  rule,  the  intellect  remains  intact.  In  my  experience 
[referring  to  consumptive  patients],  the  intellect  has  remained 
intact  up  to  the  last.''  And  here  it  should  be  stated  that  Dr. 
Culver,  Mrs.  Andrews's  physician,  says  not  only  that  the  testatrix 
liad  as  much  intelligence  as  an  ordinary  consumptive  in  her  stage 
of  t^e  disease,  but  that  she  was  one  of  those  persons  who  could 
marshal  their  forces,  and  that  she  could  do  as  much,  perhaps, 
«nder  the  same  conditions,  as  any  one.  When  asked  whether  he 
would  say  that  consumptives,  as  weak  as  she  was  on  the  day  the 
will  was  made,  and  taking  the  same  opiates  which  she  then  took, 
would  be  incapable  of  making  a  will,  he  answers  in  the  negative, 
and,  afterwards,  says  he  does  not  tliink  she  was  incapable  of 
making  a  will.  In  the  case  under  consideration,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  any  want  of  mental  capacity  on  the  part  of  the  testatrix; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  proof  is  clearly  to  the  contrary. 

The  contestant  insists,  however,  as  before  stated,  that  the 
testatrix  was  induced  to  make  the  will  through  undue  influence, 
which  he  attributes  to  her  mother,  and  perhaps  the  other  mem- 
bers of  her  father's  family,  and  other  persons  who  were  with  her 
in  her  latter  days.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  at  any  length 
the  testimony  which  has  been  adduced  on  the  subject.  Out  of 
the  great  mass  of  it,  a  few  decisive  facts  are  deducible.  The 
testatrix  had  left  her  husband's  house  because  of  his  ill  treatment 
of  her  before  she  left  it  in  August,  1878.  In  October,  1877, 
she  left  him  and  went  to  her  father's,  giving  as  her  reason  that 
he  had  treated  her  cruelly,  and  abused  and  hurt  her  physically^ 
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and  she  was  at  that  time  desirous  of  obtaining  a  permanent  sepa- 
ration from  him  on  that  account,  and  consulted  counsel  with  a 
view  to  taking  measures  to  that  end,  but  returned  to  him  on  bis 
promising  that  he  would  endeavor  to  be  a  better  man  and  a  bet- 
ter husband.  On  that  occasion  she  was  away  from  him  for 
several  days.  The  evidence  is  that  the  violence  of  which  sbe 
complained  was  two  blows  which  he  struck  her  on  the  head  with 
his  fist,  because,  as  he  alleged,  she  had  neglected  to  feed  bi» 
horse.  She  left  him  again  the  3d  of  August,  1878,  as  before 
mentioned.  The  cause  of  her  leaving  on  that  occasion  was,  as 
before,  his  unkind  treatment  of  her.  He  was  given  to  frequent 
and  gross  intoxication,  and  on  such  occasions  was  rude  and  vio- 
lent towards  her.  In  her  condition  of  health,  his  treatment  be- 
came insufferable.  He  was  at  war  with  her  family,  and  ordered 
her  mother  out  of  his  house,  and  finally,  violently  put  her  out 
of  the  room  where  she  was  with  his  wife.  It  is  proved  that  oi> 
one  occasion  when  he  was  drunk  he  came  into  the  room  and  sat 
down  on  his  wife's  bed,  and  in  so  doing  hurt  her  by  sitting  on 
her  legs.  She  upbraided  him  for  it,  saying  that  he  would  kill 
her,  or  that  she  would  die,  to  which  he  replied  by  saying,  "Die 
and  be  damned.^'  His  language,  was  on  some  of  those  occasions^ 
violent,  abusive,  profane  and  blasphemous.  He  made  false  and 
unfounded  charges  (even  of  criminal  conduct)  against  her  friends. 
He  was  frequently  brought  home  in  a  state  of  extreme  intoxica- 
tion, to  her  great  annoyance.  Not  one  alone,  but  many  witnessefr 
testify  to  this  conduct  on  his  part,  and  he  opi)oses  to  it  practi- 
cally nothing  but  his  own  bare  denial.  His  testimony  bears 
frequent  internal  evidence  of  its  unreliableness,  and  the  spirit  in 
which  it  is  given,  and  which  throughout  pervatles  it,  makes  it 
painfully  apparent  that  he  is  actuated  in  this  litigation  by  a  de- 
sire to  do  as  much  injury  as  possible  by  means  of  it  to  his 
father-in-law's  family,  and  that  too,  without  regard  to  the 
memory  of  the  testatrix.  Irrespective  of  all  other  considerations, 
the  weight  of  evidence  is  entirely  against  him.  The  estate  f"r 
which  this  litigation,  so  great  in  its  proportions,  is  carried  on  bv 
him  in  such  an  inordinate  manner,  is  of  but  small  value,  compar- 
atively, at  most.     His  wife's  property  at  her  death,  according  to 
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Ilis  claim^  did  not  include  the  bonds  or  the  piano^  and  consisted 
only  of  her  wearing  apparel  and  her  diamond  earrings  and  some 
trinkets.      On  taking  out  letters  of  administration    upon    her 
estate,  be  gave  bond  in  the  sum  of  $2500,  but  appears  to  have 
regarded   that  as  much   beyond  what  the  value  of  the  estate 
^ould  reasonably  require.     One  of  the  bonds  he  swears  he  con- 
averted  into  money,  with  his  wife's  consent,  in  her  lifetime,  and 
handed  her  the  money,  and  he  says  she  spent  it  in  household 
expenses,  and  he  claims  to  be  the  owner  of  the  other  by  gift 
from  her.     He  says  she  transferred  the  piano  also  to  him,  and 
that  she  therefore  did  not  own  it  when  she  died.     And  here  it 
may  be  remarked,  as  bearing  upon  his  disposition  in  this  litiga- 
tion, that  when  he  applied  for  the  letters  of  administration  he 
made  oath,  though  he  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  will,  that  his 
wife  died  without  a  will,  as  far  as  he  knew  and  as  he  verily  be- 
lieved. 

On  the  argument  much  stress  was  laid  by  his  counsel  on 
the  fact  that  by  the  will  the  testatrix  makes  no  provision  for 
her  infant  child,  but  it  is  proved  that  she  desired  that  the  child, 
which  was  less  than  a  year  old,  should  be  delivered  to  her 
mother,  and  it  appears  by  her  husband's  own  testimony  that  but 
a  very  short  time  before  her  death,  when  he  asked  her  if  there 
was  anything  that  she  wanted  him  to  do,  she,  after  telling  him 
that  she  wished  to  be  buried  near  her  brother,  desired  of  him 
that  her  mother  might  be  allowed  to  keep  the  child,  and  he  says 
he  refused  the  request,  saying  that  that  could  not  be.  Thus  with 
her  dying  breath  she  declared  her  wish  that  her  mother  should 
have  charge  of  her  child.  But  it  is  further  in  proof  that  she  said 
previously,  on  the  subject  of  ihe  support  of  the  child,  that  her 
husband  was  able  to  provide  for  it,  as  in  fact  he  was,  and  is. 
Irrespective,  however,  of  all  this,  the  amount  and  character  of 
her  property  was  not  such  as,  under  the  circumstances,  to  lend 
aid  to  the  opposition  to  the  will  from  the  consideration  of  its  un- 
naturalness.  That  there  was  hostility  between  her  family  and 
her  husband  is  beyond  question,  but  it  seems  to  have  been  occa- 
sioned, to  a  very  great  extent  at  least,  by  his  treatment  of  her. 
It  is  equally  clear  that  when  the  testatrix  last  left  her  husband,  she 


620  PEROGATIVE  COURT.  [33  Eq. 

Wagner  r.  Sharp. 

was  full  of  indignation  against  him^  because  of  his  conduct 
towards  her,  and  that  from  that  time  she  was  not  only  not  desirous 
of  seeing  him  again^  biit  was  unwilling  to  do  so.  He  had  by 
his  conduct  wholly  estranged  her  from  him,  and  of  her  own  ac- 
cord she  sought  by  means  of  her  will  to  give  to  her  mother,  who 
she  hoped  might  be  permitted  to  take  care  of  her  child,  whatever 
property  she  had,  all  of  which  Tiad  been  derived  from  her  own 
relatives,  and  none  of  it,  except  it  may  be  some  wearing  apparel, 
from  her  husband. 

The  will  will  be  admitted  to  probate,  and  the  caveator  will  be 
required  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  litigation. 


Catharine  Wagner,  appellant, 

V. 

Sharp  et  al.,  respondents. 

Where  all  of  the  next  of  kia  are  children  of  brothers  and  sisters,  they  take 
per  capita. 

Appeal  from  decree  of  orphans  court  of  Morris  county. 
Mr.  J,  G.  Shiprmm  and  Air.  G.  M.  Shipman,  for  appellant. 
Mr,  H,  C,  PUneT/y  for  respondents. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  question  presented  is  in  reference  to  the  distribution  of 
the  personal  estate  of  an  intestate  who  left  neither  widow  nor 
descendants,  nor  father  or  mother,  or  brother  or  sister,  but  whose 
next  of  kin  were  thirty-six  nephews  and  nieces,  the  children  of 
his  nine  deceased  brothers  and  sisteFS.  The  orphans  court  di- 
rected that  the  distribution  be  made  to  the  nephews  and  nieces 
per  capita.  The  appellant,  who  is  the  only  child  of  a  sister  of 
the  intestate,  insists  that  the  distribution  should  be  per  ttiif^i 


)  Stew.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  621 


Wagner  r.  Sharp. 


nd  not  per  capita.     The  statute  provides  that  in  ease  there  be 

0  children,  nor  any  legal  representative  of  them,  then  one  moiety 
f  the  estate  shall  be  allotted  to  the  widow  of  the  intestate,  and 
16  residue  shall  be  distributed  equally  to  every  one  of  the  next 
f  kindred  of  the  intestate  who  are  in  equal  degree,  and  those 
ho  represent  them  ;  provided  that  no  representation  shall  be 
Imitted  among  collaterals  after  brothers'  and  sisters'  children. 
nd  that  in  case  there  be  no  widow,  all  the  estate  shall  be  dis- 
ibuted  equally  to  and  among  the  children ;  and  in  case  there 
3  no  child,  then  to  the  next  of  kindred  in  equal  degree  of  or 
ito  the  intestate  and  their  legal  representatives  as  aforesaid,  and 

1  no  other  manner  whatever.  The  English  statute  {of  22  and 
3  Car.  II.  c.  10),  of  which  the  above  is  an  almost  literal  copy, 
ad,  when  the  latter  became  part  of  our  law,  been  so  often  and 
ithoritatively  construed  on  the  very  point  raised  by  this  appeal 
lat  the  construction  was  then  settled.  WaJsh  v.  iro/x/i,  1  Eq. 
*a8.  24^9  ;   Janson  v.  Bury,  Bunb.  157  ;    Durant  v.  Prestwood, 

Aik.  J/}J^;    Stanley  v.  Stanley,  Id,  455 ;  Lloyd  v.  Tench,  2 


Note. — In  the  following  cases  the  heirs  or  next  of  kin  in  equal  degree  took 
r  capita : 

In  Millei^ft  Appeal^  40  Pa.  St.  .'W7,  one  died  intestate,  leaving  as  his  heirs  at 
w  the  children  of  his  three  deceased  brothers,  one  brother  leaving  one  child, 
lother  four  children,  and  the  third  nine  children ;  also,  KruuCn  Appcaiy  60 
1.  St.  38 J ^  Thoinptum,  C  J.;  Davis  v.  Rutve,  0  Rand.  Jj't. 
In  i^fnt  V.  McLeonl,  -J  MrCord  Ch.  S-'t^,  an  intestate  left  a  nephew,  the  son 
a  deceased  brother,  and  four  nephews  and  nieces,  the  children  of  a  deceased 
»ter,  his  next  of  kin. 

In  Snow  V.  Srww^  111  Musn.  J<SO,  the  next  of  kin  of  an  intestate  were  the  son 
a  decease<l  sister  and  the  four  children  of  another  deceased  sister. 
In  De  Uaven*8  Caj<e,  J  Clark  {Pa.)  33f),  two  brothers  of  an  intestate  died  in 
!r  lifetime,  one  leaving  one  child  and  the  other  seven  children. 
In  Clifton  V.  Holton,  iV  Ga.  -iJl,  a  testator  gave  certain  property  to  H.,  but 
H.  should  die  before  attaining  twenty-one,  then  over  to  ll.'s"  blood  rela- 
>n8  of  nearest  kin,  to  be  divided  equally  among  them."  II.  died  under 
enty-one.  When  the  will  was  made  he  had  one  sister,  M.,  living,  four 
ildren  of  a  deceased  sister,  and  seven  of  another  deceased  sister.  M.  died 
ler  the  testator,  but  before  H ,  leaving  six  children ;  see  Ennis  v.  Ptutz,  S 
radf.  387;  Mortiner  v.  Slater,  L.  R.  {7  Ch.  l)iv.)  3 J  J. 

lu  Sfcinner  v.  Wyjuiey  2  Jones  Eq.  ^i,  two  daughters  of  an  intestate  died  in 
e  lifetime  of  their  father,  one  leaving  two  children  and  the  other  one.  See 
Bhleman^f  Estate,  74  Pa.  S{.  4^. 
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) '«.  StM.  .'  li  wae^  est:iblu«htid  that  where  an  intestate  leaves 

ttiuiiiciN*  oL*  <is4i.'rs*  cliildnsu,  and  no  brother  or  sister,  the 
vhiUiivii  i»ko  iM.r  .\rijiUi  J2>  uext  ot'  kin,  and  not  by  representa- 
iioLi.  tt  '->  '.iiiiior^«iry.  dt>  re  wixrld  be  unprofitable,  to  do  more 
iluui  :iKi«'i>  v'lu*  :h«:f  c;i?e«.  TIkae  OKibtniction  has  remained 
I'wi  MiKv  •,iiKr>i:irl^.  ^'  WtiiJf.  JE>'!#.  loll;  2  Kenfa  Com, 
i  :■'  wkv^  <  r-jof.  L.  R.  '  /■/  Efj.f  J'?^\  But  it  is  urged  that  b] 
\\w  di\i^\*it  jr"  ::  t  cirtirt  of  ernnv  and  appeals, in  DiwU  v.  Van-^ 

uMtf..  N  •';  iT.  Gr.  oZ'iy  it  is  held  thie  thje  right  of  rrprmrntn  m^..^ 
iKUi  o\  >i>^  iiu.^R-i  brothers'  and  sLsteiv*  children  iidei-^  »e«f,  wher       ^^ 
iIk'K'  s  :»o  unei}iial  kiiiHhip — no  brother  «•  !^ter  of  the  intestate— ,f^ 
!i\  iug  ;t:  hi<  death.     Tlie  language  of  the  e^irt,  speaking  of  tl^ — ]^ 
^ivvi><>  of  the  act,  is: 

"  li  bite  Ufn  well  Mrttle<l  by  tlie  (x>urtA  in  EneUat  Kor  orera  centoiy 
halL.  .iud  always  at.led  iiijcm,  m>  far  86  un\thin^  to  the  cootmr  appears,  si 
I  he  (vi!«vft^tt  t>f  the  act,  that  the  efi*ec't  of  this  prurigo  U  to  limit  or  qualify       ^^lie 
lij^hi  \>i  reprvKentation  among  cr>llaterah{,  so  that  they  can  take  oolj  as  i^^  ext 
\>f  kill  i^rr  capitn^  except  in  the  one  case  of  the  children  of  deceased  brot^tnen 


In  Versim*  Ap[}*'(Ll,  7 4  Pa.  St.  121^  a  decedent  had  three  children,  all  of  w^Xiom 
ilieil  in  his  lifetime,  the  tirst  leaving  one  child,  the  second  one,  and  the  K.  Siiid 
three. 

In  Brown  v.  Taylor,  GJ  Lid.  ^O't,  an  intestate  left  no  children,  but  th^  de- 
ik'endaiits  of  three  children,  viz.,  a  son  of  his  oldest  son.  a  daughter  at)<!l  soa 
of  his  second  son,  and  two  sons  of  his  third  son.     See  O.itr  v.  Oxr,  44  Tnd.  ^6S; 
lirawford  v.  Cravforfi^  nl  Ga.  'i^f. 

J 11  McKtnnetj  v.  Mellon,  J  IJoiut.  J77,  the  intestate's  next  of  kin  were  the 
children  of  two  deceased  sistiTs  of  his  father  of  the  whole  blood,  and  ibe 
children  of  four  deceased  si^^ters  of  his  father  of  the  half  bUxni.    See  Ed- 
uardA  V.  BurkAdak,  2  Hill  Ch.  41^;  lUllet  v.  Hire,  -=>  Puigt  SIS;  Rtddv.  Oop- 
Urn,  17  Ga.  2Jo, 

In  the  followiiij?  cases  they  trnik  ptr  stirpen : 

In  Jachon  v.  Thnniian,  0'  Johint.  •i22,  A  died  seize*!  of  lands,  leaving  B  and 
(',  children  of  a  <le(.»ea«ie<l  sister,  and  D,  the  son  of  a  deceased  br«)ther,  his  heirs 
at  law. 

In  Clement  v.  (huhle,  ~  Jones  L',^.  SJ,  an  intestate  died  leaving  her  surviving 
one  child  of  a  deceased  bnuher.  A.,  two  children  of  another  brother,  H^  aw 
twenty -one  grandchildren  of  H.,  the  children  i»f  four  of  his  deceased  children, 
as  heirs  at  law. 

In  ^feComlls  v.  .-Ii/iox,  .20  Md.  iy\  an  inte«itate  left  as  his  next  of  kinsev 
epui  nephews  and  nieces,  and  also  several  grand-nephews  and  grand-iuecef 
'•Uer  were  excluded,  and  the  former  look  per  siirpei. 
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and  sisters  of  the  intestate,  among  whom  alone,  of  the  collaterals,  the  right  to 
take  per  stirpes  by  way  of  representation  may  exist." 

The  case  before  the  court  was  one  of  unequal  kniship,  and  it  was 
heldthatfirstcousinstake  the  personal  estateof  the  intestate,  to  the 
exclusion  of  children  and  grandchildren  of  other  f  rst  cousins  de- 
ceased. The  question  now  raised  was  not  before  the  court.  But  the 
language  of  the  court  is  not  indicative  of  any  dissent  from  what 
was^  up  to  that  time,  the  established  and  accepted  doctrine.  The 
meaning  obviously  is,  and  that  is  all  that  the  court  intended  to 
say,  that  the  right  of  representation  among  collaterals  is  limited 
to  brothers'  and  sisters'  children,  and  does  not  apply  at  all  to 
any  case  of  collaterals  where  the  next  of  kin  are  all  more  remote 
than  brothers  and  sisters.  The  decree  appealed  from  will  be 
affirmed  with  costs,  and  a  counsel  fee  of  $50  to  the  respondentjs, 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  before  distribution. 


In  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy  [Conn.)  1  SwifCs  System  ^SO,  a  testator  devised  a  por- 
tion of  his  estate  among  Iiis  relations,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Con- 
necticut. He  had  five  brothers  and  sisters,  who  all  dietl  previously  to  the 
naking  of  the  will,  each  leaving  a  different  number  of  children.  8ee  Pruden 
V.  Paxton,  70  N.  C  440, 

In  Crump  v.  FaiiceUy  70  y.  C.  34o,  A  dietl  seized  of  real  and  personal  estate, 
leaving  him  surviving  three  grandchildren  by  a  son  and  five  by  a  daughter, 
both  son  and  daughter  having  died  before  A. 

In  Odam  v.  CarutherSy  0  Ga.  30,  decedent  left  a  wife  and  two  grandchildren, 
the  offspring  of  adeceiused  son,  and  seven  grandchildren,  the  offspring  of, an- 
other deceased  son.     See  Brenneinan's  Appeal,  4^  Pa,  St.  lln. 

As  to  constructions  of  tejjtamentary  gifts  to  nephews  and  nieces,  see  '<2  Jarm, 
on  Wills  {5ih  Am.  cd.)  007 ;  also,  Harris's  EMate,  74  Pa.  St.  4^^;  Curry's  Es- 
tatej  39  Col.  5 JO;  Thornton  v.  Eobcrtt*,  3  Slew.  Eq.  473;  Dildine  v.  Dildine,  '> 
Slew.  Eq.  78 ;  Brourr  v.  Bowers,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  JI4  ;  Grant  v.  Grant,  L.  R. 
{3  P.  D.)  8,  5  C,  P.  380,  7J7  ;  Hihbert  v.  Hibbert,  L.  R.  (lo  Eq.)  372 ;  Wtcdi 
V.  Bristow,  L.  R.  (^'  Eq.)  333;  Shcrratt  v.  Mountford,  L.  R.  [15  Eq.)  305,  [8 
Ch,)  928;  Wells  v.  Wdk,  L.  R.  {18  Eq.)  504;  Payne  v.  Rosser,  53  Ga,  GGJ ; 
Cosgray  v.  Core,  2  W,  Va.  o5J. — Rep. 
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Peter  Q.  Wilson  et  al.,  appellants, 

V. 

Peter  P.  Staats,  executor  &c.,  respondent 

1.  An  executor  is  justified  in  paring  the  funeral  expenses  of  an  indi( 
sister  of  the  testator,  for  whose  use  for  life  the  income,  and,  if  necessary, 

principal,  of  one-half  of  h'm  residuary  estate  had  been  given.     In  such 
the  funeral  expenses  are  ueoessaries. 

2.  An  executors  investment  on  a  first  mortgage  on  lands,  worth  at  the  tii 
one-third  more  than  the  amount  loaned,  approved,  although  loss  to  the 
subsequently  happened  ;  an  investment  on  a  second  mortgage,  exceeding,  w 
the  first  mortgage,  two-thirds  of  the  value  of  the  premises,  condemned. 

3.  An  executor  holding  a  bond  and  mortgage  of  one  who  makes  an  assi 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  whose  estate  pays  a  dividend,  u 
laches  in  not  presenting  the  claim  on  the  bond  to  the  assignee. 

4.  SembU,  an  executor  who  resells  lands  bought  in  by  him  on  foredosor^^e  of 
mortgages  of  the  estate,  need  nut  advertise  as  on  a  public  sale  under  the  sta  ^^Kote 

5.  Commissions  allowed,  no  bad  faith  being  shown. 


Ap|)eal   from   decree  of  Somerset  orphans  court,  on  exL«ep- 
tions   to   the   final   account   of  the   respondent,   executor     <fe., 
of  Henr}'  M.  Wilson,  deceased. 

Mr.  John  Schomp,  for  appellants. 

Mr,  H.  M.  GastoHy  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  objections  brought  l)oforo  the  court  for  examination  and 
adjudication,  will  all  be  disposed  of  bv  a  decision  of  the  follow- 


NoTE. — Even  where  an  estate  is  insolvent,  the  representatives  may  be  al- 
lowed the  exj>en<es  of  a  funeral,  suittnl  to  the  condition  of  the  decedent  daring 
life  (^  Wms.  on  Exr.<.  'j')s ;  SroU  v.  Dorsey,  I  ILirr.  S:  Johns.  23S ;  Edwardt'T. 
Kdvnrdjf,  ^  Cramp,  d-  M.  'j1,'\\  an<l  such  debts  are  preferred  to  those  of  the 
government  ( United  Shitcs  v.  EqrikAton,  4  S<i\ry.  IfiO.  See  Rex  v.  Wade,  5  Prkt 
iiSl), 

An  undertaker  may  recover  of  the  executor,  if  employed  by  him  (Boomeii 
S  Bed/,  lo;  Green  v.  Salmon,  S  Ad.  it  EL  J4S ;  Arbat  v.  Churddand, 
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;  questions:  whether  the  executor  had  authority,  under  the 
ovisions  of  the  will,  to  provide,  out  of  the  residue  of  the  estate, 
r  the  burial  of  the  testator's  sister  Jane,  to  whom  and  his 
other  Dowe  the  use  of  the  residue  was  given  for  life;  whether 
3  investments  of  the  money  of  the  estate  on  mortgage  of  the 
oorbees  and  Wallace  properties,  respectively,  were  proper; 
lether  the  executor  ought  not  to  have  proved  the  debt  on  ihe 
allace  bond,  under  Wallace's  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his 
Klitors ;  whether  the  executor's  sale  of  the  property  obtained 
der  foreclosure  of  the  Wallace  mortgage  was  on  lawful  notice,. 
d  whether  the  executor  is  entitled  to  any  commissions,  and  if 
,  at  what  rate. 

The  will  gave  all  the  residue  of  the  estate  to  be  divided 
ually  between  the  testator's  sister  Jane  and  his  brother 
>we,  "  the  money  to  be  put  on  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  in- 
vest to  be  paid  to  them  yearly,  for  their  support ; "  with  the 
rther  provision  that,  "  if  the  interest  should  prove  insufficient 
r  the  purpose,  then  so  much  of  the  principal  as  might  be  nec- 
>ary  for  the  purpose,  should  be  applied  thereto."  These  two 
rsons,  the  legatees,  were  both  poor.  One  of  them  appears  to 
ve  been  very  sick  Ad  imbecile  in  mind.  The  testator  in- 
aded  to  devote  to  their  supi)ort,  for  life,  the  entire  residuum  of 
s  estate,  if  necessary  for  the  piirpose.  He  first  provided  that 
ey  should  have  the  residue  in  equal  shares ;  this  is  followed 


HI,  <fe  Jer.  S2)\  or  the  expen;^  be  afterwards  ratified  by  him  {Lu/cy  v.  Wed' 
id,  S  Bing.  N.  C,  84I;  Meeri  v.  Motmird,  1  Moo,  &  P.  8), 
When  famisheil  at  the  request  of  a  third  person,  qu4^ry  as  to  the  executor's 
bility  {Bogera  v.  Price,  3  You.  &  Jer,S7 ;  Br  ice  v.  WUmn,  3  Nev.  &  3f.  512; 
ancea  Estate,  75  Pa,  St,  220;  Widktr  v.  Taylor,  6  C,  &  P,  753;  Comer  v. 
ew,3M.&  W.  350;  Gregoiy  v.  Hooker,  1  Hawks  302;  Fitzhugh  v.  Fiizhugkf 
Orait  300 ;  Heicett  v.  Bronwn,  5  Daly  I). 

A.8  to  the  representative's  pereonal  liability  (Ferrin  v.  Myrick,  53  Barb.  70, 
N.  Y,  315;  Bappelyea  v.  Bnssell,  1  Daly  /l4). 

A.  coffin  and  grave  clothes  purchasc<l  by  defendant  for  his  mother-in-law, 
.0  died  a  member  of  his  family,  were  deemed  necessaries  [Thompson  v. 
Uh,  57  N.  H.  306,  See  Camden  v.  FUtcher,  4  M  &  W.  378;  Meeri  v.  Moes- 
d,  1  Moo,  &  P.  8). 

[f  paid  by  the  heir  at  law  voluntarily,  he  cannot  be  re-imbursed  from  the 
reonalty  of  intestate  {CoUby  v.  Ooleby,  L2  Jur,  (iV.  S,)  4^6). 
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by  tlie  direction  that  it  be  invested  on  bond  and  mortgi^,  an^*^^ 
the  interest  paid  to  them  yearly,  for  their  support,  and  he  the^^^^ 
adds  that  if  the  interest  sliould  prove  insufficient  for  the  pu^^    ^ 
pose,  the  principal  should  be  used  as  far  as  might  be  necessai 
His  language  was,  "  and  if  the  interest  should  prove  insufficient 
then  so  much  of  the  principal  must  be  taken  to  do  it."     At  theS 
death  the  principal,  or  what  remained  of  it,  was  to  be  divid< 
among  certain  persons,  wliora  he  designated,  as  follows :  ^'A 
ray  nieces  and  nephews,  sons  and  daughters  of  Dowe,  sons 


daughters  of  William,  sons  and  daughters  of  Minard,  son  ' — -afc  q[ 
Jane/^     It  is  reasonable  to  hold  that  under  the  provision  ma^-^^je 
by  the  will  for  Dowe  and  Jane,  neither  of  whom  had  any  pro  ^^p- 
erty,  expenses  of  their  decent  burial,  if  borne  by  the  executor         or 
trustee,  would  l)e  allowable  credits  in  his  account.     He  paid  Mii/)e 
expenses  of  the  burial  of  Jane.     It  cannot  be  doubted  that  ^nfce 
testator  contemplated  that  the  expenses  of  such  burial  should^^  if 
necessary,  be   paid  out  of  the  residue.     It  seems  to  have  l^»^eo 
necessary  for  the  executor  to  provide  for  Jane's  burial,  and       the 
amount  expended  for  the  purpose  appears  to  have  been  reasc:>oa- 
ble.     The  funeral  exi^enses  were  necessaries. 

To  consider  the  investments  made  by  the  executor.  One,  of 
$5,000,  was  on  mortgage  of  the  Yoorhees  property,  a  farm  of  sev- 
enty-nine  acres,  in  Hillsborough  township,  in  Somerset  county,  and 


A  son  is  not  liable  on  a  parol  promise  to  pay  an  undertaker  for  making  his 
mother's  coffin,  where  she  had  remarried,  and  at  the  time  of  her  death  wis  fir- 
ing witli  her  husband  (  YounfjK  v.  Shough,  3  Oreen  27). 

Nor  is  a  pauper  under  obligation  to  borrow  the  money  necessary  to  boir 
his  child  (Re<j.  v.  Vann,  15  Jar.  1090,     See  Kavanari's  Case,  1  Ale.  236), 

A  step-father  was  allowed  the  funeral  expenses  of  his  step-son,  whow«8  a 
liniatic,  out  of  his  lands  {Carter  v.  Bewd,  10  Sim.  7). 

Kven  where  a  wife  has  a  separate  estate,  her  husband  is  liable  for  her 
funeral  expenses  (Chappie  v.  Cooper,  13  M.  &  M\  259;  Patterson  v.  Patteno^ 
.TV  X,  r.  5S3;  Smylty  v.  lUese,  53  Ala,  69;  Sean  y,  Giddey,  U  Mich.S90 
Weld  V.  Walker,  14  Am.  Law.  Rev.  57,     But  see  Gregory  v.  Lockyer,  6  M<id 
90  ;    WilUter  V.  Dohie,  2  K.  cC-  J.  6^7;  MeCord  v.  McKinUy,  93  IIL  11;  J 
Cue  V.  Garvey,  U  Hun  562,  3  Red/.  313). 

Although  living  apart  (Jenkins  v.  Tucker,  1  H.  Bl.  90 ;  Ambrose  v.Kerr 
10  C.  B.  776;  Bradshaw  v.  Beard,  12  C,  B.  (N,  S.)  3U;  Qanningham  T.  7 
don,  9S  Mass,  538), 


:w.]  FEBRUARY  TERM,  1881.  527 


Wilson  V.  Staats. 


her,  of  $2,000,  was  on  a  second  mortgage  of  a  lot  in  Millstone^ 
a  store,  dwelling-lionse  and  barn  thereon.  Tlie  history 
e  investments  appears  to  be  as  follows :  at  the  settlement 
3  first  account,  the  executor  had  in  hand  for  investment,  as 
»idue  of  the  estate,  the  sum  of  $6,981.28.  The  settlement 
place  in  1864.  .  In  the  spring  of  1865,  he  lent  to  one 
iel,  on  mortgage  of  his  farm,  $4,000,  and  afterwards,  in  the 
spring,  he  lent  $5,000  to  Abraham  Voorhees,  on  his  farm 
5  mentioned.  It  is  obvious  that  after  the  loan  to  Gabriel, 
d  not  $5,000  to  lend  to  Voorhees,  but  only  about  $3,000. 
der  to  make  the  loan  of  $5,000,  he  added  $600  of  his  own 
y  and  $1,400  of  the  money  of  hh  brother  John  to  the 
0  of  the  estate.  Gabriel,  in  1869,  paid  off  his  mortgage, 
•ut  of  the  money  received  from  him,  the  executor  paid  his 
er  John  his  $1,400  and  retained  his  own  $600.  The  bal- 
of  the  money,  $2,000,  he  invested  in  April  1869,  on  a 
d  mortgage  of  the  Wallace  property,  which  consisted,  as 
B  stated,  of  a  lot  (of  thirty-six  hundredths  of  acre)  in 
tone,  on  which  was  a  store-house,  dwelling-house,  and  barn, 
>n  which  property  there  was  already  a  mortgage  for  $1,300. 
nterest  was  regularly  paid  on  the  Voorhees  mortgage  up  to 
.  In  that  year  only  $200  of  the  interest  were  paid.  In 
only  $50,  and  in  1878  $350  were  paid.  No  payment  was 
in  1879,  and  the  executor  then  proceeded  to  foreclose  the 


ether  paying  funeral  expenses  renders  one  an  executor  de  son  tori  (see 

71  V.  Fletcher,  4  M.  &  W.  378;  Harrison  v.  Rowley,  4  Ve».  216;  Bennett 

,  SO  Conn.  S39  ;  Magner  v.  Ryan,  19  Mo,  196). 

Lrection  to  a  person  to  pay  the  expenses  of  a  last  illness  and  funeral  ex- 

,  in  case  of  death,  out  of  a  particular  fund,  will  not  constitute  him  exec- 

xording  to  the  tenor  (Toomey's  Cane,  3  Sw.  &  Tr,  563).     Nor  a  direc- 

i  a  legatee  to  pay  such  expenses  out  of  his  legacy  {Smith's  Case,  10  Jur. 

)  1084). 

ainistration  may  be  granted  to  one  who  has  supplied  funeral  expenses, 

oreditor  {Fowlei^s  Case,  16  Jur.  894;  Newcombe  v.  Behe,  L,  R.  (i  P.  & 

be  estate  be  insolvent  the  usual  amoimt  allowed  is  X20  (Yardley  v.  Ar- 
hr,  <fe  M.  434) ;  and  £103  was  held  to  be  too  much  (Edwards  v.  Edwards, 
ip.  &  M.  612) ;  the  amount  is  generally  discretionary  with  the  ooart  (ScoU 
'Sty,  1  Harr.  &  Johns.  233). 
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mortgage.     At  the  sheriff  ^s  sale  under  foreclosure,  the  property 
was  sold  for  $3,460.     It  was  uot  bought  in.     The  Wallace     ^ 
property  was  sold  in  the  fall  of  1871,  under  foreclosure  proceed-  — 

ings  instituted  the  previous  summer  by  the  executor  on  his  mort-^ 

gage,  and  was  bought  in  by  him  for  the  estate,  for  $1,500,  subjects  ^ 
to  the  first  mortgage.  He  held  it  until  the  winter  of  1879,  wheic:^'^ 
he  sold  it  at  public  sale  to  Henry  McDonald,  for  $2,000. 

In  the  spring  of  the  year  in  the  summer  of  which  the  execn^c^ 
tor  began  the  foreclosure  suit  on  the  Wallace  mortgage,  WalT, 
lace  made  an  assignment  for  the  equal  benefit  of  his  crediton- 
The  executor  did  not  put  in  his  claim  under  it.     The  claims 
the  creditors  who  did  so  were  compromised  by  the  assignees, 
the  payment  of  forty  cents  on  the  dollar. 

It  appears  that  Abraham  Voorhees  paid  for  the  Voorh< 
projierty  $8,482,  about  $108  an  acre.      The  time  when  he  pi 
chased  it  does  not  ap|)ear,  but  it  seems  to  have  been  about 
time  of  the  giving  of   the  mortgage.     If  its  value  was  tl 
$8,428,  the  amount  lent  upon  it,  $5,000,  was  less  than  two-th& 
of  the  value.     The  interest  was  paid  regularly  for  ten  years^ 
to  1876.     In  that  year  $200  were  paid  for  interest ;  the  eh 
year  $50,  and  the  next  $350,  and  the  payment  of  interest  ha,^ iag 
ceased,  the  executor,  in  1879,  began  to  foreclose.     I  do  not  tljio^ 
that  he  is  answerable  for  the  loss  to  the  estate  on  that  loan.     The 
mortgage  was  taken  in  1865.     Between  that  time  and  1873  the 


The  coet  of  ordinary  mourning  apparel  for  the  family  of  the  deoedmt,  mar 
be  sanctioned  ( Campjield  v.  Ely,  1  Green  loO  ;  Wood  a  Estate,  1  Ashm.  S14;  Pitt 
V.  Pitt,  '2  Lee  508 ;  Paice  v.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury ,  14  Ves.  364;  Bridge y. 
Brown,  2  You.  &  Coll.  ISO;  Frederic  v.  Frederic,  10  Mart.  188 ;  but  see  Grit 
icold  V.  Oiandler,  5  N.  IL  4^2;  Johnson  v.  Baker,  2  C.  &  P.  207 ;  Maekndx. 
^facknet,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  L^fffJ ;  Jlolbert's  Succession,  3  La.  Ann.  436;  FHnUums 
Ajtpcal,  lis.  &  Ji.  Id)  ;  and  the  cost  of  a  wake  (McCue  v.  Garvey,  14  HwioOJk 

Tiie  expenses  of  a  tombstone  have  been  held  allowable  (2  Wms.  on  Een 
U6i),  iwte;  Ferrin  v.  Myrick,  53  Barb.  76,  41  N.  Y.  315;  Lackey's  Case,  4  B^ 
U5 ;  but  see  Foley  v.  Bushway,  71  111.  386 ;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  83  BL  1^ 
Lerch  V.  Emmett,  44  Ind.  331 ;  Erlacher's  Case,  3  Bed/.  8;  Bridge  v.  Brom 
You.  <St  Coll.  185). 

The  ex{)en8e  of  a  post  mortem  is  not  authorized  [Smith  v.  McLaughlin,  7' 
596) ;   nor   moneys  8|>ent   to  procure   the  arrest,  trial   and   punishme' 
decedent's  murderer  [Lusk  v.  Anderson,  1  Mctc.  {Ky.)  426 ;  Jones  v.  Be 
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irice  of  real  estate  rose.  In  the  latter  year  a  great  revulsion 
ook  place,  and  it  fell  enormously.  The  executor  swears  that 
^hen  the  mortgage  was  taken  he  considered  that  the  property, 
rithout  the  buildings  (it  is  said  that  such  a  house  as  that  on  the 
irm  would  now  cost  $4,000),  was  worth  the  amount  of  the 
lortgage.  He  contributed  of  his  own  funds  $600  to  the  loan. 
[is  brother  John,  who  contributed  $1,400,  as  before  stated, 
!8tifies  that  he  considered  the  property  worth  $100  an  acre  at 
le  time  tiie  loan  was  made.  No  witness  is  produced  to  say  that 
le  property  was  not  a  good  security  when  tiie  mortgage  was 
kken,  and  I  am  left  to  conclude  that  the  security  was  abundant 
hen  the  loan  was  made,  and  that  the  loss  sustained  is  due  to 
le  depreciation  which  attended  the  great  revulsion  before  referred 
K  One  of  the  witnesses,  Jolm  W.  Smock,  says  that  if  the 
roperty  had  been  kept  in  good  repair,  lie  woirfd  not  consider  it 
'orth  now  more  than  half  what  it  would  have  brought  eight  or 
jn  years  ago. 

The  Wallace  property  was  of  a  different  character.  It  was  a 
aluable  village  property.  It  is  said  to  have  been  the  best  stand 
>r  business  on  that  side  of  the  river.  Rynear  S.  Merrell  testi- 
es  that  when  the  executor  obtained  his  mortgage  on  it,  he  (Mer- 
sll)  thought  it  a  good  security  for  that  loan,  and  he  also  says  it 
ad  been  sold  for  over  $4,000.  The  executor  testifies  that  when 
e  made  the  loan  he  knew  the  property  had  been  sold  for  $4,300 

?a.  -^71.  See  KiUebrew  v.  Mui-phyy  3  Heisk.  546  ;  Harrell  v.  Davenport,  5  Jone» 
;^.  4) ;  nor  for  feasts  or  ornaments  (Shelley's  Casey  1  Salk.  296 ;  ToUer^s  Err, 
46)  ;  nor  for  writing  funeral  notices  and  procuring  a  clergyman  to  officiate 
ECeweU  v.  Bronson,  5  Daly  1) ;  nor  for  the  use  of  plaintiff's  house  during  the 
ineral  ceremonies  (Ibid).    LUieWa  Casey  JUS,  N,J.  Prerog.  Ct,  Oct.,  1876. 

I>ecedent'8  lands  may  be  sold  to  pay  his  funeral  expenses  (  Walker  v.  Dkhly 
9  III,  473;  Clayton  v.  SomerSy  12  C.  E.  Or.  230;  Owens  v.  Blomty  14  Hun  296. 
ee  Caxitr  v.  Beardy  10  Sim.  7). 

If  sued  by  an  administrator  for  a  debt  of  his  intestate,  the  defendant  may 
Bset  a  demand  for  money  paid  by  him  for  intestate's  funeral  (Adams  v.  BuUSy 
6  Pick.  343;  Patterson  v.  PaUersony  59  N.  Y.  574.  See  Harte  v.  Houchiny  50 
nd,  827). 

Counts  for  funeral  expenses  cannot  be  joined  with  counts  on  promises  made 
o  the  testotor  in  his  lifetime  (Myer  v.  Cbte,  12  Johns,  349;  DemoU  v.  Field,  7 
I^bw.  68.  Se^  farther,  10  Cent,  L,  J,  303,  5^5).— Kep. 

34 
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just  before  the  mortgage  was  given,  which  was  in  1864.  He 
got  the  mortgage  by  assignment  in  1869.  The  interest  on  the 
first  mortgage,  which  was  for  $1,300,  was  paid  up  until  the  year 
before  the  executor  foreclosed  his  mortgage.  It  is  said  that  be- 
tween the  time  when  the  $2,000  mortgage  was  given  and  the 
time  when  the  executor  took  his  assignment  of  it,  property  in 
Millstone  rose  in  value;  but  if  it  did,  it  does  not  appear  how 
much.  Both  mortgages  on  the  property  were  purchase-money 
mortgages.  I  have  no  doubt  the  executor  regarded  this  as  a 
proper  investment  when  it  was  made,  notwithstanding  it  was  a 
second  mortgage,  but  I  am  constrained  to  the  conviction  that  it 
was  not.  The  two  mortgages  together  amounted  to  almost  four- 
fifths  of  the  value  of  the  property,  judging  by  the  price  it 
brought  in  1866,  and  if  it  appreciated  at  all  between  that  time 
and  1869,  when  the  executor  took  the  assignment,  it  does  not 
appear  by  any  evidence  that  it  appreciated  enough  to  make  the 
loan  on  the  second  mortgage  a  safe  one;  and  there  is  indeed  no 
■evidence  that  it  appreciated  at  all.  Nor  will  the  executor's  alle- 
gation that  he  could  not  find  a  better  security  avail  to  discharge 
him  from  responsibility.  It  does  not  apjjear  that  he  tried  to 
find  any  after  the  money  was  paid  in  by  Gabriel.  Though  he 
says,  in  the  beginning  of  his  testimony,  that  he  could  get  no 
place  to  invest  the  money  on  first  mortgage  for  some  time,  sub- 
sequently he  says  he  had  the  money  on  hand  about  a  week 
before  he  invested  it  in  the  Wallace  mortgage,  and  he  adds  that 
he  had  promised  the  money  to  Beardsloy,  who  assigned  the 
mortgage  to  him.  He  says  Gabriel  paid  him  the  money  in 
April.  It  must  have  been  the  1st  of  that  month,  for  the  assign.- 
raent  from  Beardsley  to  the  executor  is  dated  the  2d  of  April. 
Again,  the  executor  did  not  discharge  his  duty  to  the  estate  in 
regard  to  the  claim  which  the  personal  responsibility  of  Wallace 
on  the  bond  enabled  him  to  make  on  the  property  of  Wallace 
not  covered  by  the  mortgage.  He  says  he  did  not  put  in  his 
olaim  against  Wallace's  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees,  be- 
Cimse  he  held  a  mortgage.  If  the  mortgaged  premises  were 
worth  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  at  that  time,  he  should  have 
got  the  money  for  his  mortgage.     Mr.  Smock,  one  of  the  assign- 
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s  of  Wallace,  says  he  oflTered  $3,500  for  the  property  then,  and 
3  considered  it  worth  about  $4,000.  At  the  same  time,  he  says 
le  assignees  offered  it  for  sale,  and  could  get  no  offer  or  bid  for 

He  appears  to  have  been  in  the  occupation  of  the  property 
.  the  time  as  a  tenant,  and  perhaps  was  therefore  willing  to  buy 

It  may  be  added  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  property 
as  then — ^in  the  spring  oC  1871,  before  the  financial  panic 
«urred — worth  more  than  $4,000.  Elmendorf,  the  other  as- 
gnee  of  Wallace,  says  Smock  was  anxious- to  buy,  and  that  he 
Slmendorf)  thought  the  price  Smock  offered  (which  was  $3,500) 
as  the  full  value  of  the  property.  But  further,  the  executor 
light  have  put  in  his  claim  under  the  assignment,  and  if  he  had 
jue  so  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  dividend  on  the  amount 
f  any  deficiency  left  after  applying  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
le  mortgaged  premises,  to  the  payment  of  his  debt.  BeU  v. 
'leming's  Exrs.,  1  Beaa,  13,  His  omission  to  do  so  was  a  dere- 
ction  of  duty.  As  before  stated,  the  estate  paid,  on  compro- 
lise,  forty  per  cent.  The  executor  should  be  held  responsible 
)r  the  loss  on  this  loan,  and  therefore  all  his  claims  for  allow- 
loe  in  respect  to  the  property  after  it  was  bought  in  by  him 
lUst  be  disallowed,  and  of  course  the  charges  against  him  for 
;nts  received  from  it  will  be  stricken  from  the  other  side  of  the 
x;ount.  I  have  no  doubt  he  acted  honestly  in  the  matter  of 
lis  loan,  but  he  not  only  took  a  second  mortgage  for  security, 
lit  he  did  not  observe  the  rule  by  which  prudent  business  men 
•e  governed  in  their  investments  of  their  own  money  on  mort- 
ige  of  real  estate,  not  to  lend  to  the  extent  of  more  than  two- 
lirds  of  the  value  of  the  property.  I  am  constrained,  there- 
►re,  to  visit  the  loss  on  him  rather  than  on  the  estate. 
While  this  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  pass  on  the 
Liestion  raised  as  to  whether  the  executor,  if  that  property  was 
le  property  of  the  estate  when  lie  sold  it,  was  not  bound  to  ad- 
ertise  it  according  to  the  directions  of  the  act  "relative  to  sales 
r  land  under  a  public  statute  or  by  virtue  of  any  judicial  pro- 
jedings"  {Rev,  104,0),  it  may  be  remarked  that  the  sale  was 
ot  within  the  provisions  of  that  act. 

The  executor  has  not,  I  am  satisfied,  been  guilty  of  any  inten- 
ioual  wrong  or  misconduct  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his 
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office,  and  he  ought  Dot,  therefore,  to  be  deprived  of  his  com- 
missions.  The  commissions  will  be  computed  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  on  the  subject  in  Tucker  v.  TuckeTy  6  Stew.  Eq,  2S5; 
that  is,  he  is  entitled  to  commissions  on  the  amount  on  which  be 
is  to  be  allowed  commissions  in  the  third  or  final  account  at  tlie 
same  rate  at  which  they  would  have  been  allowed  had  the  money 
on  which  they  are  computed  constituted  part  of  those  accounted 
for  in  the  former  accounts.  He  is  to  be  allowed  commissions 
only  once  on  the  entire  estate,  notwithstanding  the  several  ac- 
countings, and  that  only  at  the  statutory  rate,  taking  all  the 
sums  on  which  commissions  are  computed  together,  and  apply- 
ing the  statute  thereto  accordingly. 

The  decree  of  the  orphans  court  will  be   reversed  in  the 
respects  above  indicated,  but  without  costs. 


Hannah  Youmans  et  al.,  appellants, 

V, 

Luther  Y.  Petty,  respondent. 

Where  a  contest  over  the  probate  of  a  will  has  been  duly  certified  into  the 
circuit  court,  and  the  proceedings  there  appear  to  have  been  regular,  and  the 
verdict  of  the  'jury  properly  certified  into  the  orphans  court,  and  a  decree  in 
conformity  with  the  verdict  entered,  objections  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  circuit  judge  and  overruled  by  him,  or  objections  which,  if  raised  at  all. 
ought  to  have  been  raised  in  the  circuit,  are  no  ground  for  reversing  the  decree 
of  the  orphans  court. 

On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  orphans  court  of  Warren 
county  refusing  probate  of  a  paper  writing  purporting  to  be  the 
will  of  John  M,  Youmans,  deceased. 

Mr.  J,  F.  Dumont  and  Mr.  H,  8.  Harris,  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J.  G.  Shipnmn,  for  respondent. 
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The  Ordinary. 

The  appeal  is  from  the  decree  of  the  orphans  court  of  Warren 
miity,  refusing  to  admit  to  probate  a  psi\yer  writing  purporting 
>  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  John  M.  Youmans,  deceased. 
he  ai)i)eal  is  from  the  whole  of  the  decree  except  so  much  as 
kvards  costs  and  counsel  fees,  and  the  ground  of  appeal  is  that 
le  decree  is,  with  the  exception  before  mentioned,  erroneous  in 
irery  jxirt,  because  the  circuit  court  of  Warren  county  should 
ave  decided  that  the  paper  is  the  will  of  John  M.  Youmans, 
eceased,  and  should  be  admitted  to  probate  accordingly.  It  will 
e  perceived  that  the  objection  is  to  the  result  of  the  litigation 
1  the  circuit  court,  into  which,  for  trial  before  a  jury,  the  ques- 
ion  involved  in  the  controversy  over  the  instrument  was  certi- 
ed  by  the  orphans  court,  on  application  in  behalf  of  the  caveator. 
\y  the  record,  the  question  appears  to  have  been  duly  certified 
itx>  the  circuit  court,  and  the  issue  there  appears  to  have  been 
uly  framed,  and  the  cause  duly  tried.  The  verdict  of  the  jury 
ras  certified  to  the  orphans  court,  and  the  circuit  judge  certified, 
Iso,  that  there  was  no  request  tliat  the  testimony  or  charge  be  re- 
uced  to  writini^ ;  that  no  exception  was  taken,  either  to  the  rulings 
ft  he  court  or  the  charge,  and  that  there  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the 
roponents  for  a  new  trial,  and  a  motion  that  the  cause  be  certified 
[icreon  into  the  supreme  court,  both  of  which  were  denied.  They 
rere  both  in  the  discretion  of  the  circuit  judge.  I  am  unable  to  find 
ny  error  in  the  decree  complained  of.  The  act  [Rev,  756 
§  19 y  20)  authorizes  the  orphans  court,  on  application  of  either 
arty  to  a  contest  over  a  will,  to  certify  the  questions  involved 
ito  the  circuit  court  of  the  county,  for  trial  before  a  jury,  and  it 
rovides  that  the  verdict  shall  be  subject  to  be  set  aside,  and  a 
ew  trial  granted  in  the  circuit  court,  as  in  other  cases  in  that 
ourt,  and  that  the  circuit  judge  may,  on  the  application  for  a 
lew  trial,  certify  the  application  to  the  supreme  court  for  its 
dvisory  opinion.  It  also  provides  that  on  the  certificate  of  the 
ircuit  judge  the  orphans  court  shall  proceed  to  make  a  decree 
onching  the  probate  of  the  will,  in  accordance  with  the  finding 
►f  the  issue  in  the  circuit  court.  There  does  not  ap|)ear  to  have 
>een  any  objection  in  the  orphans  court  to  the  making  of  the 
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decree  in  accordance  with  the  finding  of  the  circuit  court.  And 
though  there  was  objection  to  the  action  of  the  court  in  certify- 
ing the  question  into  the  circuit  court,  the  order  that  the  question 
be  certified  was  not  appealed  from,  and  it  may  not  be  out  of  place 
to  remark  that  if  it  had  been,  there  appears  to  have  been  no  error 
in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  which  the  act  gives  to  the 
orphans  court  in  the  matter.  The  decree  will  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


Philip  Schaedel,  guardian,  appellant, 

V. 

Henry  Reibolt,  administrator,  respondent. 

Where  appellant  took  into  his  own  family  an  orphan,  and  educated  and  sup- 
ported her  until  she  was  sixteen  years  old,  when  she  went  elsewhere  to  work^ 
and  received  her  own  earnings  for  a  time,  but  becoming  sick  she  retarned— 
Heldj  that  appellant  was  entitled  to  recover  from  her  estate  the  expenses  of 
her  last  illness  and  funeral.    AliteVf  as  to  clothing  and  board  furnished. 


Appeal  from  decree  of  Essex  orphans  court. 
Mr.  S.  Morrow,  for  appellant. 
Mr.  E.  Q.  Keasbey,  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  appellant,  Philip  Schaedel,  and  his  wife,  took  the  deceased 
ward,  Augusta  Keibolt,  out  of  the  Newark  Orphan  Asylumy 
where  she  had  been  placed  for  support  at  the  hands  of  charity* 
She  was  then  about  seveu  years  old.  They  appear  to  have  takefr 
her  to  bring  up,  and  they  seem  to  have  reared  and  cared  for  her, 
not  only  up  to  the  time  when,  at  the  age  of  about  sixteen,  she 
left  their  house  to  go  out  to  service,  but  afterwards,  whenever  she 
returned  to  them,  and  during  her  long,  last  illness  (which  was 
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any  months),  as  tenderly  as  they  would  had  she  been  their 
hild.  She  went  to  service  of  her  own  choice,  and  while  at 
e  regarded  their  house  as  her  home,  and  returned  to  it  from 
o  time  accordingly.  They  swear  that  she  received  and  kept 
T  own  use  all  the  wages  which  she  earned.  She  learned 
ade  of  dressmaking  in  Newark,  while  she  lived  with  them. 
5  she  was  living  with  them,  and  before  she  went  out  to  ser- 
she  was  entitled  to  some  money  from  her  grandfather's 
.  That  money  was  in  the  hands  of  Henry  Sauerbier  as 
jardian,  he  having  been  duly  appointed  ^as  such.  While 
as  at  service  in  Paterson,  she  became  apprehensive  lest  she 
\  lose  her  money  through  the  insolvency  of  Sauerbier,  and 
red  the  appointment  of  Schaedel  as  her  guardian,  and  he 
tod  the  money  from  Sauerbier.  Early  in  the  fall  of  1877, 
turned  to  Schaedel's  house  sick  of  pulmonary  consumption, 
:ayed  there  until  she  died,  on  the  18th  of  March  following, 
del  provided  for  her  well  during  her  illnass,  and  had  her 
tly  buried  after  death.  He  claims  credit  in  his  account  of 
iiardianship  for  payments  made  for  her  in  the  changing  of 
lians,  for  money  paid  for  collecting  the  money  from  Sauer- 
L'ompensation  for  her  board  &c.,  including  care  and  attend- 
md  physician's  bills  in  her  illness,  and  for  money  paid  for 
ineral  expenses,  to  an  amount  in  the  aggregate  very  con- 
bly  exceeding  the  money  received  by  him  for  her  as  her 
ian,  and  the  interest  thereon.  Her  administrator,  her 
er,  excepted  to  all  these  credits,  and  they  were  all  disallowed, 
isists  that  Schaedel  was  bound  to  furnish  the  board,  care 
attendance,  and  medical  aid  for  which  he  claims  credit 
ut  compensation  or  re-imbursement  therefor ;  and  so,  too,  as 
J  expenses  of  her  funeral,  that  he  was  bound  to  pay  them, 
hat  he  has  no  claim  against  her  estate  on  account  of  those 
rs,  or  any  of  them. 

e  proof  is,  as  before  stated,  that  the  appellant  and  his 
did  their  whole  duty  towards  Augusta,  and  cared  for 
s  if  she  had  been  their  own  child,  from  the  time  when 
took  her  from  the  orphan  asylum  until  her  death.  They 
her,  not  only  to  the  public  school,  but  for  three  yeare, 
haedel's  expense,  to  a  private  school ;  and  they  not  only 
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educated  her  in  the  ordinary  branches,  but  employed  teachers  to 
instruct  her  in  book-keeping  and  in  music.     She  went  to  school^ 
till  she  was  fourteen  years  old.     For  the  la«*t  three  years  of  th^ 
time  she  went  to  a  private  sc'hool.     After  she  became  fourteen 
years  old,  she,  as  before  mentioned,  learned  the  business  of 
making,  but  lived  with  them  all  the  time,  and  they  clothed  hei 
She  api>ear8  to  have  left  their  house  of  her  own  acconl  wh< 
she  was  about  sixteen  years  old,  to  work  for  herself,  and  continue 
to  work  on  her  own  account,  at  various  places  in  the  neighb 
ho<xl  of  Newark^  until   early  in  the  fall  of  1877,  when  M  ^^- 
Schaedel  dissuaded  her  from  going  out  any  more,  because  of  l-^< 
failing  health,  and  she  thenceforward,  until  her  death,  wh^ol 
occurred  in  March,  1878,  lived  with  them,  but  as  l)efore  stati^scf^ 
was  sick  of  consumption.     The  proof  is  that  she  kept  her  o\rn 
wages,  and  S{)ent  them  in  clothes  &c.     Miss  Cullman,  inde^, 
swears  that  on  one  occasion  she  saw  her  pay  $12  to  the  appel- 
lant's wife,  which  the  witness  says  she  had  brought  from  a  place 
in  Broad  street  (she  was  at  one  time  employed  at  service  at  3fr. 
Lockwocxl's  house  in  that  street),  but  this  is  jwsitively  denied  by 
Mrs.  Sc^haedel,  and  both  she  and  her  husband  swear  unqualifiedly 
that  they  never  had  any  of  her  earnings.     Her  brotlier\s  testi- 
mony as  to  what  he  says  Augusta  told  him  on  the  subject  is,  of 
course,  incompetent.     Miss  Cullnian  says  Augusta  began  to  be 
ill  in  August  or  September,  1877,  but  adds  that  she  was  fre- 
quently sick  Ix'fore  that  time  and  had  a  dcxjtor.     It  appears  quite 
clear  that  the  quasi   parental  relation  which    before  then  had 
existed  between  Augusta  and  Scliaedel   terminated  when  she,  of 
her  own  accord,  went  out  to  work  for  herself,  and  the  fact  that 
she  regarded  his  house  as  her  home,  and  returned  to  it  as  such 
in  the  intervals  of  employment,  would  not  affect  that  conclusion. 
For  the  time  that  she  was  a  meml)er  of  his  family  previously, 
he  could  have  no  claim  against  her  for  necessaries  furnished  to 
her,  nor  she  any  against  him  for  her  services  rendered  in  the 
family.     HaggcrUj  v.  McCannay  10  C,  E,  Gr,  IfS,     And  so,  too, 
to  a  certain  extent  with   regard   to  the  same   matters  when  she 
returned  from  time  to  time  to  his  house  as  her  house.     It  appears, 
it  should  be  remarked,  that  she  stayed  at  his  house  dariog  such 
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ntervals  of  employment  for  considerable  periods,  at  one  time  all 
•winter,  and  at  another  (in  1877)  from  April  to  August.  Her 
X)ard  (and  clothing,  too,  if  he  provided  it  on  such  visits  or  stays) 
je  would  be  regarded  as  giving  to  her,  in  view  of  their  relations, 
mless  it  was  otherwise  understood  between  them.  But  neither 
justice  nor  law  required  him,  under  the  circumstances,  to  pay 
ler  physician's  and  nurse's  bills  during  her  long  illness,  which 
'esulted  in  her  death,  and  finally  to  bury  her  at  his  own  expense  ; 
md  neither  justice  nor  law  forbids  his  being  indemnifial  for  those 
>ayments  out  of  her  estate,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  both  require 
he  contrary.  The  appellant  should  be  allowed  all  his  charges 
?xcept  that  of  $667.60  (made,  he  swears,  by  advice  of  counsel), 
inder  date  of  April  30th,  1876,  which  is  for  board  and  clothing 
>f  Augusta  from  October  1st,  1867,  to  April  30th,  1876,  and 
he  oharge  of  $40  under  date  of  July  15th,  1876,  for  her  board 
tiid  washing  during  her  sickness  from  May  1st,  1876,  to  July 
L5th,  1876.  The  court  below  ap|)ears  to  have  ordered  him  to 
pay  out  of  his  own  pocket  a  counsel  fee  of  $25  to  the  exceptant's 
*ounsel,  and  the  costs  of  the  trial  of  the  exceptions,  and  the  costs 
3f  settling  the  account.  Those  ought  all  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate. 

The  decree  of  the  orphans  court  will  be  reversed,  and  the 
.account  restated  here  in  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  in 
ibis  opinion. 


RosEANNA  Merrill,  appellant,  ' 

V, 

William  J.  Rush,  executor,  respondent. 

The  testamentaiy  capacity  of  a  testatrix  eighty-three  years  of  age  when  her 
XriU  was  executed,  who  mentioned  twenty  of  her  intended  legatees  to  her  scriv- 
ener, and  noted  the  omission  of  one  of  them  when  }ie  read  the  will  over  to  her, 
supported  by  the  testimony  of  the  surviving  attesting  witness  and  scrivener  of 
her  will,  and  by  her  physician  and  other  witnesses,  established,  altliough  her 
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forgetfulness  in  regard  to  some  minor  matters  was  shown,  and  it  appeared  t 
she  had  made  an  unjust  and  unfounded  accusation  against  a  person  who,  ho>->- 
ever,  had  no  natural  claims  upon  her  bounty. 


Appeal   from   the  decree   of  the  orphans  court  of  War^^ 
county,  admitting  to  probate  the  will  of  Rachel  Rush,  deoea^ted 

Mr.  Henry  S.  Harrisy  for  appellant. 

Mr.  L.  De  Witt  Taylor,  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary. 

The  appeal  brings  up  for  consideration  the  question  whether  a 
paper  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  of  Rachel  Rush,  deceased, 
late,  of  the  county  of  Warren,  and  executed  by  her  as  such,  Ml 
be  admitted  to  probate.  The  testatrix,  at  the  time  of  her  death, 
October  8th,  1878,  was  of  very  advanced  age,  being  a  little  over 
ninety.  When  the  will  was  made  she  was  over  eighty-three 
years  of  age.  It  was  made,  then,  about  seven  years  before  she 
died.  By  it,  after  ordering  the  payment  of  all  her  just  debts 
and  funeral  expenses,  she  gave  to  certain  of  her  grandchildren, 
by  name,  $50  each ;  to  Rachel  Rush,  daughter  of  her  son,  Peter 
J.  Rush,  her  feather  bed  and  bedding  and  $50 ;  to  the  daughters 
of  her  deceased  daughter  Margaret,  $50,  to  be  divided  among 
them  equally ;  to  the  Baptist  church  of  Montana,  Warren 
county,  $50;  to  her  six  daughters-in-law,  $100  each,  and  to  her 
two  daughters  and  six  sons  the  residue  of  her  property  ;  and  she 
appointed  her  son,  William  J.  Rush,  executor.  Of  the  testa- 
mentary witnesses,  only  one,  James  Vliet,  is  living.  He  drew 
the  will.  It  is  dated  January  11th,  1871>  and  was  executed  on 
the  day,  or  the  day  after,  it  bears  date ;  probably  the  former. 

Mr.  Vliet  had  drawn  two  wills  previously  to  this  for  her, and 
he  drew  this  at  her  request.  She  appears  to  have  sent  for  him 
to  get  him  to  draw  it,  and  he  went  to  her  place  of  residence  at  the 
house  of  her  son,  Peter  J.  Rush,  where  she  had  lived  for 
many  years.     She  told  him  that  she  wanted  to  make  some  alter- 
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ions  in  her  will,  and  he  made  a  note,  at  the  time  of  the  altera- 
3DS,  which  she  wished  to  make.  He  drew  the  will  accordingly^ 
id  returned  with  the  paper  to  the  same  house  the  next  day. 
^hen  he  arrived  there  he  and  she  retired  to  a  separate  room,  and 
J  then  fead  the  will  to  her.  As  he  read  it  she  perceive<l  that 
3  had  omitted  one  of  the  persons  to  whom  she  desired  to  make 
bequest — Mary  M.  Beers,  daughter  of  her  daughter  Maria — 
id  remarked  that  he  had  left  her  out.  He  thereupon  made  the 
urection,  by  interlineation,  and  finished  reading  the  will  to  her^ 
id  she  pronounced  it  to  be  right.  At  his  first  call  upon  her^ 
le  spoke  to  him  about  procuring  a  witness,  and  it  was  under- 
ood  between  them  that  he  would  see  Martin  H.  Tinsman,  and 
ring  him  with  him  to  witness  the  execution  of  the  will  with 
im.  He  brought  Tinsman  accordingly,  and  the  latter,  with  Mr. 
^liet,  witnessed  the  execution  of  the  will  by  her.  As  before 
:ated,  Tinsman  is  dead.  The  will  was  executed  with  all  due 
^1  formalities.     The  attestation  clause  is  as  follows  : 

'*  Signed,  sealed,  published  and  declared  by  the  above-named  Rachel  Rush, 
I  be  her  last  will  and  testament,  in  the  presence  of  us,  who  were  present  at 
le  same  time,  and  subscribed  our  names  iis  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the 
sstator  and  each  other." 

The  attestation  clause  is  perfect,  and  it  may  be  added  that  the 
>roof  aliunde  establishes  all  the  requisites  of  the  statute.  After 
he  will  was  execute<l,  Mr.  Vliet  inquired  of  the  testatrix  what 
lirections  she  would  give  as  to  the  custody  of  the  paper.  She 
aid  she  desired  him  to  retain  it,  and  he  did  so,  from  that  time 
ip  to  a  few  days  after  her  death.  He  was  well  acquainted 
vith  her.  As  .before  stated,  he  had  drawn  two  previous  wills 
or  her.  One  was  executed  in  March  and  the  other  in  June^ 
868,  and  he  had  had  the  custody  of  them.  They  remained  in 
lis  custody  after  cancellation,  and  appear  to  be  there  still.  He 
estifies  that  the  will  was  drawn  in  conformitv  to  her  directions. 
,nd  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  j)aper  she  was  of 
ound  and  disposing  mind,  memory  and  understanding.  There 
3  no  proof  whatever  of  the  exercise  of  undue  influence  over  her 
D  the  making  of  the  will.     Its  admission  to  probate  is  resisted. 
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on  the  ground  that  when  it  was  made  she  had  not  testamentary 
capacity.     In  the  will  she  makes  bequests  to  more  than  twenty 
of  her  grandchildren,  making  mention  of  them  by  name  in  everj^ 
instance  but  one  (the  daughter  of  her  daughter  Margaret),  witi — 
correct  reference  to  their  parentage.     She  mentions  each  of  herr 
daughters-in-law,  and  makes  a  bequest  to  each,  and  then  giv^^ 
to  her  daughters  and  sons  the  entire  residue  of  her  propert**"^ 
She  gave  to  Mr.  Vliet  the  instructions  for  that  will,  as  before  state-  -i^ 
and  he  testifies  that  no  one  except  him  and  her  was  present 
the  time.     It  is  urged,  on  behalf  of  the  caveatrix,  that  the  t 
tatrix  was  under  delusions  in  regard  to  an  injury  done  to  a  ho 
belonging  to  her,  from  which  it  died,  and  also  as  to  certain  su^sd 
articles  of  household  furniture  of  little  value,  which  she  alle^^ed 
had  been  stolen  from  her.     The  injury  referred  to  she  impu.  *ed 
to  Charles  B.  Rush,  and  the  theft  to  his  wife.     She  lived  wifi 
them  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  which  occurred  in  the   fall 
of  1867,  until  the  spring  of  1868.     The  horse  was  with     her 
there.     She  appears  to   have  been  very  much   attached  to  it 
"While  she  was  there  she  charged  Rush  with  having  undu/y 
worked    it,  and  there  were  unpleasant,  not  to  say  uufriendiy, 
words  between  them  on  the  subject.     The  hoi-se  was  not  injured, 
and  did  not  die  at  his  place,  but  at  her  son's,  where  she  lived  at 
the  time.     Her  suspicion  or  belief  that  Rush  had  maliciooslj 
<lone  the  injury  which  resulted  in  the  death  of  the  horse  was 
unjust  to  him,  but  it  evidently  arose  from  her  state  of  feeling 
towards  him  in  connection  with  the  difficultv  before  referred  to, 
whicli  had  occurred  between  them  in  respect  to  the  horse.    As  to 
the  household  articles  which  she  charged  his  wife  with  having 
stolen,  the  latter  testifies  that  some  of  them  were  given  to  her  by 
the  testatrix,  and  it  appears  that  as  to  the  others,  certain  dishes, 
the  testatrix  had  given  them  to  her  daughters,  and  had  probably 
forgotten   the   fact.     The   hallucinations,   if  such   they  may  be 
I'alled,  had  no  reference,  however,  to  any  person  who  had  reason 
to  expect  to  be  a  recipient  of  her  bounty,  or  who  had  any  claims 
by  nature  upon  her  in  her  distribution  of  her  estate.     There  is 
no  evidence  that  they  in  anywise  affected  her  testamentary  dispo- 
sition of  her*  property,  and  if  there  were  evidence  that  it  bad 
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one  so,  probate  of  the  will  would  not  be  denied  on  that  account 
rhere  the  denial  would  not  avail  those  who,  but  for  the  delusion,, 
rould  have  been  recipients  of  the  testator's  bounty.  Slackhouse 
.  Soi'ton,  2  McOarL  202,  Her  conviction  as  to  the  cause  of 
le  death  of  the  horse  was  the  offspring  of  the  ill  opinioh  which 
he  had  of  Charles  B.  Rush.  In  the  charge  made  against  his  wife 
1  respect  to  the  dishes,  there  is  evidence  of  failing  memory. 

It  appears,  however,  affirmatively,  in  respect  to  both  these 
barges,  that  she  readily  yielded  to  the  considerations  which 
'ould  convince  a  sane  mind.  Asa  Kinney,  a  witness  sworn 
D  behalf  of  the  caveatrix,  says  that  after  he  told  her  she  could 
ot  punish  Rush  for  the  injury  to  the  horse,  because  she  could 
ot  prove  that  he  was  on  the  ground  when  the  injury  was  done, 
he  gave  the  matter  up.  She  seems,  also,  to  have  accepteil  the 
tatement  of  her  daughter  that  the  dishes  had  been  given  by  hiT 
)  her  daughters.  It  is  charged,  also,  that  the  condition  of  her 
lental  and  bodily  health  was  such,  while  she  was  living  with 
Jharles  B.  Rush,  from  the  fall  of  1867  to  the  spring  of  1868,  as 
^  indicate  testamentary  incapacity,  but  the  circumstances  adduced 
re  evidence  only  of  the  failure  of  memory  in  reference  to  recent 
natters,  incident  to  old  age,  and  a  disregard  of  the  proprieties  of 
ife  with  respect  to  cleanliness.  As  to  this  latter  circumstance, 
he  proof  depends  wholly  on  the  testimony  of  Rush  and  his  wife. 
Jhe  lived  Avith  them,  as  before  stated,  from  the  fall  of  1867  to 
he  spring  of  1868.  She  lived  nearly  ten  years  after  she  left 
heir  house.  She  lived  at  three  different  places  afterwards.  If 
ler  mind  was  so  far  gone  when  she  lived  at  Charles  B.  Rush's 
IS  that  she  had,  by  reason  of  want  of  mental  capacity,  no  regard 
ibr  the  decencies  of  life  (for  what  is  charged  upon  her  is  said  not 
to  have  been  done  through  or  when  she  was  in  a  state  of  illness), 
it  is  remarkable  that  the  like  evidence  of  insanity  was  not  found 
n  her  conduct  afterwards.  It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Dr. 
Sulshizer  and  Mrs.  Fangboner,  of  whom  more  particular  men- 
tion will  be  made  hereafter,  should  not  have  known  of  any  such 
jvidence  of  incompetency.  The  opinions  of  witnesses  other  than 
:he  testamentary  witnesses  or  experts,  are  not  competent  on  the 
mbject  of  capacity.     The  testimony  of  Mr.  Vliet  has  already 
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been  adverted  to.     Dr.  Hulshizer  speaks  of  the  testatrix,  durii 
the  last  few  years  of  her  life,  from  9,  period  prior  to  the  yi 
1872.     As  before  stateil,  the  will  was  made  in  January,  187**" 
He  testifies  that  he  attended  her  at  different  times  from  a  peri  ^^ 
probably  shortly  before  1872  to  her  death,  but  that  she  did 
require  any  particular  attention  from  a  physician ;  that  the 
dition  of  her  health  during  the  time  that  he  knew  her  was  go-^  jc 
that  he  talke<l  to  her  several  times,  and  took  pleasure  in  talk^^oj 
to  her,  on  account  of  her  age.     He  says  that  he  never  saw  s^  wy- 
thing  that  would  lead  him  to  question  her  competency ;  tha^  in 
the  conversations  that  he  had  with  her,  she  would  be  very  expl/cif 
in  recounting  to  him  the  occurrences  of  her  past  life;  that  from 
what  she  would  tell  him  on  those  occasions,  he  thought  her  niiod 
was  remarkable ;  that  she  always  recognized  him,  and  that  prior 
to  the  last  two  or  three  years  of  her  life,  he  never  saw  any  thing 
that  led  him  to  believe  that  she  was  not  of  sound  mind.     Mrs. 
Fanglxmer,  who  knew  the  testatrix  from  May,  1869,  up  to  the 
time  of  her  death,  and   was  intimately  acquainted  with  Iier— 
sometimes,  as  she  says,  seeing  her  every  month,  and  in  1874, 
being  at  the  house  where  the   testatrix  lived,   from  April  to 
Octol>er,  all  the  time,  and   prior  to  that  time,  as  she  testifies, 
having  seen    tlie  testatrix   every  month — had  frequent  oppor- 
tunities of  observing  her  mental  condition,  and  appears  from  her 
intelligence  to  have  been  able  properly  to  estimate  the  qualities 
of  the  testatrix's  mind.     She  testifies  that  she  frequently  con- 
versed  with    the   testatrix,   when  she   was  there  at   the  house, 
and  while  she  lived  there,  as  above  mentioned,  she  conversed 
with  her  every  day.     She  speaks  of  the  qualities  of  her  mind, 
«nd  says  she  observed  nothing  to  lead  her  to  conclude  that  the 
testatrix  had  become  irrational,  but  the  contrary.     Other  wit- 
iiesses  give  testimony  to  the  same  effect. 

It  is  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  caveatrix,  that  the  testatrix  did 
not  know  what  property  she  had,  and  this  is  urged  as  strong  evi- 
dence of  want  of  capacity.  The  allegation  is  that  she  supposed  her 
property  amounted  only  to  §900,  whereas,  in  fact,  she  had  J5,000, 
and  the  interest  of  §10,000  for  her  life.  It  is  very  probable  that, 
in  si>eaking  on  the  subject,  she  s|)oke  of  her  annual  income^  which 
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^was  about  $900,  as  her  ])roperty.     But  it  is  quite  evident  from 
Jier  will  that  she  knew  that  she  had  much  more  than  $900,  for 
«he  gives  nearly  $3,000,  in  small  legacies,  to  her  grandchildren 
^md  daughters-in-law,  and  then  gives  the  residue  of  her  estate — 
3)resumably,  under  the  circumstances,  the  greater  part — to  her 
•eight  children.     Moreover,  she  knew  who  had  charge  of  her 
property,  and  if  she  was,  indeed,  ignorant  of  so  important  a  fait 
^18  the  amount  of  her  property,  Mr.  Vliet,  who  knew  all  about 
it,  could  not  have  failed  to  discover  it.     The  will  is  not  only  a 
natural  one,  but  it  evinces  great  care  on  the  part  of  the  testatrix 
ibr  those  who  had  a  right  to  her  estate  or  to  remembrance  in  her 
will.     As  before,  stated,  she  mentions  a  score  of  her  grandchil- 
-dren,  and  did  not  forget  the  family  of  the  caveatrix  (who  is  a 
granddaughter),  for  she  gave  a  legacy  to  her  sister.     On  a  con- 
sideration of  all  the  evidence,  it  seems  to  me  quite  clear  that  the 
testatrix,  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  in  question,  was  pos- 
sessed of  testamentary  capacity,  and  that  it  is  her  true  last  will 
and  testament. 

The  decree  of  the  orphans  court  will  be  affirmed,  with  costs 
of  appeal  to  be  paid  by  the  appellant. 
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STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY, 


MABCH  TERM,  1881. 


George  W.  Smith,  appellant, 

V. 

IThe  Mayor  and  Common  Council  of  Newark,  respondent. 

1.  The  supplement  to  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Newark,  framed  April  15th, 
:i868  (P.  L.  of  lS6Sp.  1002),  construed,  and  held  to  be  constitutional. 

2.  The  burden  of  showing  error  is  on  the  appellant,  and  in  a  case  of  doubt- 
Col  statutory  construction,  the  court  will  not  reverse. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Smith 
"^.  Newarky  1  Stew.  Eq.  6. 

Mr,  F.  W.  Stevens,  for  the  appellant. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  remove  the  cloud  from  the  title  lo  the  lands 

of  the  complainant,  arising  from    the  assessment   for  grading, 

curbing,  guttering,  paving  and  flagging  North  Broad  street,  now 

Selleville  avenue. 

35  (545) 
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The  question  to  be  considered  is  a  narrow  one,  and,  stat^^ 
in  very  general  terms,  is  this : 

Do  the  facts  stated  on  the  record  bring  the  case  within  ^- 
ruling  of  this  court  in  Bogert  v.  Cihj  of  Elizabeth,  12  C,  E.  ^^ 
668 J  where  the  bill  to  set  aside  an  wiconstituiional  assessoient  ^-*- 
sustained  ?  or  do  they  bring  it  within  the  ruling  of  this  ooui — 

Jersey  City  v.  Lembecky  4  Stew.  Eq.2oS,  where  the  bill  to  set  a ^ 

an  assessment  which  was  illegaly  but  not  unconstitutional,       ^ 
dismissed  ? 

I.  The  provisions  of  the  statutes  under  which  the  assesscxjeo^ 
was  made  are  unconstitutional.     Doyk  v.  Neuoark,  1  Vr.  &0S; 
P.  L.  oj  1868  p.  1002  ;  State,  Doyle,  pros.  v.  Newark,  5  Vr.  2S7;  S 
f.  E.  Gr.  527  ;  8  Vr.  424, ;   12  C.  E.  Gr.  669  ;  Graham  v.  Paler- 
son,  8  Vr.  381 ;  Passaic  v.  Stole,  Del.  Lack.  &  West.  R.  J2.  prog. 

8  Vr.  539. 

II.  A  sale  of  the  property  under  an  asse^ment  which  was 
clearly  illegal,  having  been  made,  and  the  city  of  Newark  having 
become  the  purchaser  for  a  term  of  fifty  years,  and  having  taken 
a  certificate  of  sale  therefor,  such  certificate  of  sale,  with  an  asser- 
tion of  title  on  the  part  of  the  city,  constitutes  a  cloud  removable 
by  a  court  of  equity.     Jersey  City  v.  Lembeck,  4  St^ew.  Eq.  ^00. 

While  the  court  of  chancery  has  never  exercised  a  supervisory 
power  over  the  acts  of  municipal  bodies,  it  has  always  assumed 
jurisdiction  over  deeds  purporting  to  convey  lands,  the  existence 
of  which,  in  an  uncanceled  state,  has  a  tendency  to  throw  a  cloud 
over  the  title.     Story^s  Eq.  Jur.  §  700. 

It  is  true  the  legislature  has  extended  the  beneficial  remedy  of 
certiorari  to  the  case  of  a  deed  (Rev.  1045  §  15),  but  this  seems 
to  have  been  done  mainly  in  aid  of  the  action  of  ejectment  (»SW^> 
Graham  pros.  v.  Paterson,  8  Vr.  384),  and  the  power  of  chan- 
cery to  afford  its  remedy  is  not  in  any  wise  interfered  with.  The 
sale  of  lands  for  taxes  or  assessments  is  the  execution  of  * 
naked  power  {State,  Baxter,  pros.  v.  Jersey  City,  7  Vr.  191),  and 
if  a  deed  has  been  given  in  execution  of  this  power,  and  a  title 
set  up  thereunder,  which  is  really  no  title,  why  should  not 
chancery  have  the  same  power  in  this  case  that  it  admittedly 
has  in  all  other  cases  ? 
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Mr.  Henry  Young,  for  respondent. 

This  court,  sitting  as  a  court  of  equity,  is  asked  to  assume  the 
prerogative  of  the  supreme  court,  which  has  always  hitherto 
effectively  controlled  the  action  of  inferior  tribunals  exercising 
particular  legal  functions. 

No  doubt  can  exist  that  the  complainant's  remedy  at  law  is 
entirely  efficacious,  unless  he  has  forfeited  it  by  his  laches. 

His  failure  to  avail  himself  promptly  of  his  legal  remedy, 
gives  him  no  right  to  relief  here.  Lewis  v.  Elizabeth,  10  C.  E. 
Gr.  298. 

His  remedy  at  law  would  be  even  more  beneficial  than  that 
which  he  now  seeks.     Lembeok  v.  Jersey  City,  4-  Slew.  Eq,  265, 

The  remedy  at  law,  then,  being  adequate,  the  complainant  can 
claim  no  relief  in  this  court. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  undertake  to  set  aside  titles  founded 
on  tax  or  assessment  sales,  simply  because  the  assessments  have 
been  illegally  made.  Morons  Canal  and  Banking  Co.  v.  Newark,  1 
£eas.  252  ;  Holmes  v.  Jersey  City,  1  Beas.  310;  Liebsiein  v.  New- 
ark, 9  a  E.  Gr.  206  ;  Dusenbury  v.  Newark,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  287 ; 
Bogeri  v.  Elizabeth,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  427;  Lewis  v.  ElizabetJi,  10 
C  E.  Gr.  289 ;  Lembeck  v.  Jersey  City,  4  Stew.  Eq.  255. 

But  the  complainant  invokes  the  aid  of  the  statute  of  March 
2d,  1870  (P.  L.  p.  20),  entitled  "An  act  to  compel  the  determi- 
nation of  claims  to  real  estate,  and  to  quiet  title  to  the  same." 

Several  objections  exist  to  the  application  of  this  statute  to 
this  suit. 

1.  The  statute  requires  (sec.  2)  that  notice  shall  be  given  to 
the  defendant  with  his  subpoena,  describing  the  land  with  pre- 
cision, stating  the  object  of  the  suit,  and  that  if  defendant  claims 
any  title  or  interest  or  encumbrance  on  said  lands,  he  shall 
answer  said  bill,  but  not  otherwise. 

No  such  notice  was  given  in  this  case. 

2.  The  statute  authorizes  the  bringing  of  suit  in  equity  to  settle 
title  to  lands  only  when  the  person  whose  title  is  disputed  is  (a) 
in  peaceable  possession  of  said  lands,  and  (6)  when  no  suit  is  pend- 
ing to  test  the  validity  of  said  title. 

These  facts  are  jurisdictional,  and  both  must  exist  to  enable 
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the  court   to   entertain  jurisdiction.     The  complainant  seeking 
the  aid  of  the  statute  must  bring  himself  within  its  provisions^ 

The  bill  states  neither  of  these  facts. 

But  (3)  a  more  serious  objection  exists  to  the  maintenance  c:^ 
complainant's  suit.  This  act  of  1870,  if  at  all  applicable 
such  a  state  of  affairs  as  that  in  this  suit^  proposes  nothing  L^ 
than  that  the  constitutional  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  ^| 
supreme  court  of  the  state  should  be  curtailed  by  legisla^^ii^ 
enactment,  and  transferred  to  a  court  of  equity.  The  inabi];^ 
of  the  legislature  to  give  such  force  and  effect  to  this  law  ha^ 
been  recently  determined  in  this  court.  Lembeck  v.  Jei'sey  Gtif, 
4  Slew,  Eq.  255, 

No  provision  exists  in  any  law  of  this  state  for  re-assessment 
when  assessments  are  vacated  in  a  court  of  equity. 

Courts  properly  refuse  to  grant  relief  where  no  provision  \s^ 
made  for  re-assessment.  Siate^  WUkinaon  pros.  v.  Troiton,  7  Fr. 
499. 

I  submit  (1)  that  the  act/)f  1868  is  constitutional.  Oooley  oi^ 
Cmst.  Lhn.  181-184. 

Such  an  enactment  was  held  valid  by  this  court  in  Village  of 
Passaic  v.  State,  8  Vr,  538. 

But  (2)  it  is  contended  that  the  complainant  should  prevail, 
because  the  report  fails  to  show  affirmatively  that  the  assessment 
was  limited  to  the  actual  benefit. 

The  act  relative  to  ceiiioran  (P.  L,  of  1871  p.  534)  provides 
that  the  courts  of  law  shall  have  full  power  to  determine  dispvi^ 
questions  of  fact  as  well  as  law,  with  reference  to  taxes  and  as- 
sessments. Morris  and  Essex  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Jersey  City,  7  Vr.  56 ; 
Baxter  v.  Jersey  City,  7  Vr.  188  ;  Graham  v.  Paterson,  8  Vr.  3S^ 

A  suggestion  is  made  in  the  bill  that  the  complainant  should 
be  relieved  because  this  assessment  was  made  after  he  purchased 
the  property,  and  without  knowledge  that  it  was  to  be  made. 

But  the  principle  of  law  is  well  established  that  if  the  origin^ 
assessment  for  a  local  improvement  be  insufficient,  the  legisw* 
ture  may  constitutionally  authorize  a  re-assessment, 'and  make  it 
operate  upon  all  the  property  benefited,  that  is,  upon  all  that  ^(^ 
originally  liable  to  contribute,  and  such  a  law  is  valid  as  against s 
party  purchasing  intermediate  the  assessment  and  re-assessmenU 


w.]  MARCH  TERM,  1881.  549 

Smith  V,  Mayor  and  Common  Council  of  Newark.  . 

I  on  Mun.  Co)'p.  §  6o3j  and  note  ;   Cooky  on  Taxation  233 ; 
V.  Newark,  5  Vr.  237. 

i  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

AlSLEY,  C.  J. 

5  object  of  the  bill  in  this  case  is  to  remove  a  cloud  from 
;ie  of  the  complainant,  who  is  the  appellant  here,  to  certain 
situated  in  the  city  of  Newark.  The  proceeding  is  founded 
3  statute  entitled  *'An  act  to  compel  the  determination  of 
J  to  real  estate  in  certain  cases,  and  to  quiet  the  title  to  the 
'  {Rev,  1189).  The  lands  in  question  had  been  sold  by 
of  an  assessment  levied  upon  them  for  a  portion  of  the 
damages  and  expenses  consequent  on  regulating,  grading, 
g,  curbing  and  flagging  of  the  street  on  which  they  fronted, 
ity  had  become  the  purchaser  at  this  sale. 
e  ground  laid  for  relief  against  this  course  of  law  is  that 
w  that  was  enforced  by  that  sale  was  imposed  by  virtue  of 

II  legislation  that  is  unconstitutional.     If  that  contention  is 
ell  founded,  the  bill  has  no  legal  or  equitable  foundation. 

e  inquiry  thus  raised  touches  the  proper  construction  of  the 
eraent  to  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Newark,  approved  April 
1868.  (P.  L'  of  1868  p.  1002),  This  law  is  remedial  of  the 
which  it  is  auxiliary,  in  respect  to  the  mode  of  assessing 
osts  and  charges  arising  in  the  grading,  paving,  &c.,  of 
?  in  this  city.  That  subject  was  regulated  by  section  one 
red  and  nine  of  the  charter;  and  as  such  regulation  con- 
of  a  direction  that  such  costs  and  charges  should  be  dis- 
ed,  under  *^  a  just  and  equitable  assessment  upon  the  owners 
ids  and  real  estate  on  the  line  of  said  street,''  by  the  city 
y^or,  the  unconstitutionality  of  it  was  manifest,  as  it  provided 
mdard  for  the  measuring  of  its  imjKisition,  other  than  the 
tion  of  the  officer,  nor  did  it  attempt  to  restrict  the  land- 
-'s  quota  to  the  special  benefit  imparted  to  his  land  by  the 
ivement  This  being  the  obvious  and  admitted  imperfection 
3  system  originally  established,  it  is  further  insisted  that  the 
ementary  act  just  referred  to  does  not  so  remodel  the  scheme 
make  it  comport  with  the  constitutional  requirement.     It 
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thus  becomes   necessary  to  collate   this  supplement  with  the 
charter. 

The  supplement  recites  that  the  city  had  undertaken  and  per- 
formed, at  considerable  cost,  certain  works  and  improvements  in 
several  specified  streets,  some  of  which  had  been  opened  and 
others  graded,  and  that  assessments  therefor  had  been  made,  but, 
on  account  of  certain  informalities  and  defects  in  the  proceedings, 
the  city  was  embarrassed  in  collecting  the  costs  and  expenses,  and 
therefore  it  was  enacted  as  follows : 

''That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  common  council,  in  the  case  of  each  of 
the  aforesaid  works  or  imj)rovemeiit8,  respectively,  to  appoint  five  disinterested 
freeholders  of  said  city,  to  make  assessment  of  the  whole  costs,  damages  and 
expenses  of  the  works  or  improvement  in  respect  io  which  they  may  be  ap- 
pointed, upon  the  owners  of  tlie  land  and  real  estate  benefited,  or  intended  to 
be  benefited,  according  to  the  principles  prescribed  for  similar  cases  in  the  wt 
to  whicli  this  is  a  supplement  |  *  ♦  *  and  it  shall  also  be  lawful  for  the 
said  commissioners,  in  case  they  deem  it  proper  and  equitable,  thai  any  portion 
of  the  whole  costs,  damages  and  expenses  of  either  of  said  works  or  improve- 
ments should  be  borne  by  the  city  at  large,  to  so  estimate  and  declare  in  their 
report,  and  thereupon  they  shall  assess  the  balance  of  the  whole  amount  «»f 
such  costs,  damages  and  expenses  upon  the  owners  of  the  lands  and  real  estate 
benefited,  or  intended  to  be  benefited,  as  hereinbefore  is  directed." 

Upon  reading  this  section,  it  becomes  at  once  apparent  that 
what  it  does,  in  express  terms,  is  this:  to  declare  that  certain  com- 
missioners may  be  appointed  to  assess  these  costs  and  expenses 
on  the  lands  benefited  ;  but  the  mode  of  doing  that  is  not  defined, 
and  for  such  mode,  it  refei-s  to  the  charter,  for  it  says  that  such 
assessment  shall  he  made  "according  to  the  principles  prescriW 
for  similar  ccises  in  the  act  to  which  this  is  a  supplement."  The 
meaning  of  this  reference  is  the  point  of  the  present  inquin'. 
What  class  of  cases  are  the  "similar  eases"  liere  indicated  ?  Tlie 
reference  must  point  to  one  of  the  two  classes  of  proceedings 
provided  in  the  charter,  tlie  one  being  that  which  pertains  to  tlie 
oi)ening  of  streets,  and  the  other  that  which  })ertains  to  the  regu- 
lating and  grading  of  streets.  The  former  of  these  methods  of  :tv 
sessraent  is  defined  in  section  one  hundred  and  five  of  the  charter  of 
1857  (P.  L,  of  lSo7 p,  J6(j)y  and  which  is  admitted  to  be  constitu- 
tional ;  the  latter,  by  section  one  hundred  and  nine,  and  which  pre- 
scribes a  mode  of  net  ion  which,  as  has  been  already  said,  is  uncoa- 
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)titutional.  The  decision,  therefore,  turns  on  the  question  whetlier 
-he  proceeding  authorized  by  this  supplement  of  1868  is  to  be 
>atterned  after  the  method  prescribed  in  section  one  hundred  and 
ive,  or  after  that  directed  in  section  one  hundred  and  nine.  We 
lave  seen  the  relative  words  are  those  contained  in  the  direction 
o  make  the  assessment  "  according  to  the  principles  prescribed 
for  similar  cases  in  the  act  to  which  this  is  a  supplement/'  On 
.he  side  of  the  appellant^  it  is  contended  that  these  expressions 
lenote  similarity  in  the  work  or  improvement ;  that  is  to  say, 
Bvhen  the  commissioners  by  force  of  this  supplement,  have  in 
land  a  re-assessment  which  relates  to  the  grading  of  a  street,  the 
3a8e  similar  to  that  in  the  charter,  is  the  work  of  grading  pro- 
(rided  for  in  section  one  hundred  and  nine,  and  so  vice  versa.  The 
terra  "  similar  cases  "  imports  similar  improvements.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  there  is  considerable  force  in  this  view,  but  it  is  also 
manifest  that  there  are  other  considerations  having  an  adverse 
ispect.  The  proceeding  set  on  foot  by  the  supplement  is  a  pro- 
seeding  to  be  conducted  by  commissioners,  and  if  we  look  for  a 
'similar  case"  of  that  kind  we  will  not  find  it  in  section  one 
bundred  and  nine,  for  by  force  of  that  provision  the  city  surveyor 
is  to  apportion  the  expenses,  and  not  commissioners.  We  must 
resort  to  section  one  hundred  and  six,  if  we  would  find  a  simili- 
tude in  this  particular. 

And  so  we  come  to  the  same  result  if  we  regard  the  class 
>f  persons  who  are  to  be  assessed,  for,  by  the  supplement, 
ind  by  section  one  hundred  and  six,  the  expenses  are  to  be 
apportioned  on  the  entire  class  who  are  benefited,  while,  accord- 
ing to  section  one  hundred  and  nine,  they  are  to  be  imposed 
jnly  on  lands  bordering  on  the  streets.  In  addition  to  this,  there 
is  a  slight  indication,  having  the  same  tendency,  in  section  two 
if  this  supplement,  from  the  fact  that  it  directs  the  enforcement 
)f  the  assessments  authorized  by  it  to  be  conducted  after  the 
manner  of  enforcing  the  assessments  imposed  under  section  one 
lundred  and  six.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  j)ur8ue  this  discus- 
jion  further,  for  I  think  enough  has  l)een  said  to  show  that  the 
expression  in  question  is  phiinly  ambiguous,  and  that  it  cannot 
ye  freed  from  uncertainty  by  any  train  of  reasoning.  The  truth 
s,  that  these  laws  which  this  court  is  now  called  upon  to  construe. 
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like  very  much  of  the  legislation  that  relates  to  our  municij 
governments,  are  so  crudely  put  together,  and  are  made  up      ^^r 
such  vague  phrases,  that  it  is  ini|>os3ibIe  to  avoid  the  unsa.^^^ 
factory  feeling  that  any  judicial  interpretation  of  them  cannot     j^ 
attended  with  any  higher  decree  of  certitude  than  that  whict^    ^^ 
intelligent  conjecture  carries  with  it.     In  the  court  below    Xhig 
clause  was  interpreted  in  a  sen<e  which  will  uphold  these  pro- 
ceedings,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  this  court  to  lean  strongly  to\rarc/$ 
that  same  result.     The  burthen  of  showing  error  in  the  decree 
under  review  is  on  the  appellant ;  to  raise  a  doubt  in  that  respect 
is  not  enough ;  and  taking  the  argument  of  the  counsel  of  the 
appellant  at  its  l)est,  it  dues  not  seem  to  me  to  do  more  than  that. 
The  consequence  is,  the  decree  should  be  affirmed. 

Decree  unanimously  affirmed. 


Francis  M.  Hoag,  api>ellant, 

r. 
'  Edward  Sayre  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  Where  ihere  are  tliree  eiicii  nib  ranees  on  the  i^anie  property,  the  first  of 
which  is  entitled  to  prioriy  over  the  seeond,  but  is  subordinate  to  the  thiro, 
which  i-s  sulx)rdinate  to  the  sochmkI.  they  will  be  marshaled  as  follows:  in* 
thirtl,  if  it  be  for  as  hir<|fe  a  sum  or  a  larger  sura  than  the  first,  will  be  paid  ^ 
the  extent  of  ilie  sum  secured  bv  the  tirst ;  tlien  the  second  encumbrance  wiU  ** 
paid  in  fiiU  if  the  properly  is  suliicieni,  and  then  tlie  residue  to  the  thirdi" 
there  be  a  residue;  an«l  tlien  the  first  incumbrance  will  come  in.  The  prin- 
ciple of  Clnn^'iit  V.  Kaitjhn,  2  McCart.  4^,  aj)proved  and  developed. 

2.  A  took  a  rhattel  mortage  for  $2,1  ">0  and  failed  to  record  it;B,*i*° 
knowledge  of  the  first  mortgau^e,  look  a  second  one  for  $1,160;  C  obtained  » 
judgment  for  $;.»,0U(.»  on  the  same  day  witli  the  second  mortgage,  and  mide  » 
levy.— //f  A/,  tliat  C  had  the  first  lieu  to  the  extent  of  $2,150,  the  amount  of  tk« 
fu>it  mortgage;  then  that  the  residue  of  the  judgment  and  the  second  mortg*g^ 
should  be  paid /wn* />as«»/,  and,  lastly,  tliat  the  first  mortgage  shoold  coaaeW 
for  payment. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  advised  by  the  vioe-chanoellori  9si 
reported  in  Sayre  v.  Hewes,  5  Stew.  Eq.  65^, 
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On  the  3d  of  December,  1877,  the  appellant,  Hoag,  obtained 
a  chattel  mortgaj^e  on  the  goods  in  question.  This  mortgage  was 
not  recorded  in  the  proper  county;  it  was  to  secure  $2,150.  On 
tlie  14th  of  February,  1878,  Frederick  Fisher,  having  knowl- 
<Klge  of  tlie  prior  mortgage,  took  a  second  mortgage  on  the  same 
property  to  secure  $1,160.  Eilward  Sayre  holds  a  judgment  by 
confession  against  the  mortgagor  for  $0,000  debt  ami  $4  costs, 
which  was  entered  on  the  27th  of  February,  1878.  P^xecution 
on  this  judgment  wjis  duly  taken  out  and  levied. 

Messrs.  Field,  for  appellant. 

On  January  11th,  a.  d.  1877,  Margaret  V.  Hewes,  then 
residing  in  Fulton  street  in  the  city  of  Newark,  executed  a 
chattel  mortgage.  Exhibit  D  1  for  appellant,  Hoag,  on  certain 
chattels  then  being  in  a  building  in  the  city  of  Newark,  to 
Francis  M.  Hoag,  and  this  mortgage  was,  on  the  Tith  day  of 
January,  A.  d.  1877,  file<l  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  the 
<x)unty  of  Esvsex.  This  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  indebted- 
ness, of  which  ExJiihil  D  3  for  Hoag  is  an  itemized  bill.  Decem- 
ber 3d,  A.  D.  1877,  Margaret  V.  Hewes  executed  a  second  mort- 
gage to  Francis  M.  Hoag,  to  secure  the  whole  of  the  al)ove 
indebtedness,  and  some  additional  indebtedness,  of  which  Exhibit 
/)  4  is  an  itemized  bill.  At  the  time  of  taking  th(?  second 
mortgage,  the  first  <me  was  not  given  up  or  canceled,  but  is  still 
in  the  |)Ossession  of  Mr.  Hoag. 

On  February  14th,  1878,  Margaret  V.  Hewes  executed  a  third 
mortgage  on  the  same  chattels  to  Frederick  Fislh'r,  which  was 
filed  March  2d,  a.  d.  1878,  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  the 
eounty  of  Hudson. 

The  fourth  mortgage  was  executed  by  Mrs.  Hewes  to  Edward 
Sayre  on  the  same  chattels,  which  was  also  tiled  in  the  office  of 
the  register  of  Hudson  county  on  the  day  of  its  date. 

On  February  27th,  A.  I).  1878,  K<lward  Sayre,  trustee  ttc, 
i-ecovered  a  judgment  by  confession  against  Mrs.  Hewes  on  bond 
Euid  warrant  of  attorney,  in  the  Essex  circuit  court,  for  $14,000. 

On  March  2d,  a.  i>.  1878,  Albert  H.  Hewes  recovered  a 
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judgment  by  confession  on  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney^  in  t 
same  court,  for  $6,000. 

Albert  H.  Hewes,  immediately  after  its  recovery,  assigned 
judgment  to  Edward  Sayre.  Xo  consideration  was  paid  for 
assignment.  Edward  Sayre  is  the  son-in-law,  and  Albert 
Hewes  is  the  son,  of  Margaret  V.  Hewes. 

Edward  Sayre  and  Frederick  Fisher  knew,  when  they 
ceived  the  mortgages  made  to  them,  that  Mrs.  Margaret 
Hewes  had  previously  executed  the  mortgages  to  Mr.  Hoag. 

They  are  both  subsequent  mortgagees  with  notice  of  the  a 
cedent  mortgages. 

Tlie  question  presented  is,  which  of  these  mortgages  and  j 
ments  have  priority. 

I.  What  is  the  effect  of  a  recital  in  a  chattel  mortgage  wiieo 
the  instrument  states  her  residence  to  be  in  a  certain  place? 

It  is  not  necessary  to  an  equitable  estoppel  that  the  [Wirty  shoa/d 
design  to  mislead.     If  his  act  was  calculated  to  mislead,  and 
actually  has  misled  another,  who  acted  upon  it  in  good  faith,  and 
in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  diligence  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, that  is  enough.     SO  N,  Y,  2.26, 

They  are  concluded  by  the  recitals  and  admissions  in  the 
mortgage.  Hiulson  v.  WinnloWj  6  Fr.  4^i7 ;  State  Bank  of 
EHzabeVi  v.  Cliettvoody  J  Hal.  i. 

A  court  of  equity  will  never  lend  its  active  aid  to  a  party  who, 
by  artful  silence  and  superior  knowledge,  has  gained  an  unfair 
advantiige  over  another  who  stands  by  and  acquiesces  in  the 
recital.  0  C.  E.  Gr,  2^S ;  1  Zab.  395,403;  Foiib.  EqJ^^ 
16i  ;  3  Stock  176  ;  1  Gr,  Ch.  J^2, 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  aid  one  against  another  who  ha* 
been  misled,  to  his  prejudice,  by  the  conduct  of  the  former.  ^  CI 
E.  Gr,  477 ;  1  Beos,  323, 

Where  any  one  has  done  an  act  or  made  a  statement  which 
would  l)e  fraud  on  his  part  to  controvert,  and  such  act  or  state- 
ment has  so  influenced  another  that  he  has  acted  upon  it,  the 

« 

party  making  it  will  be  e^topi)ed  from  the  power  of  retraction. 
2  Stock.  6 10. 

A  [)arty  auinot  question  a  conveyance  as  fraudulent  against 
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himself  as  a  creditor  who  advised  and  counseled  its  execution. 
1  Stock.  160. 

Recitals  in  a  deed  are  binding  on  the  parties  and  privies  to  it^ 
and  those  claiming  under  them.  West  v.  Pi/ie,  ^  Wash,  C.  C. 
691. 

Whilst  this  question  of  registration  (1e)>ends  in  a  great  measure 
upon  state  legislation,  the  lex  loci  contractus  must  govern.  The 
various  state  courts  have  assented  to  and  affirmed  this  doctrine; 
and  if  it  be  applicable  to  citizens  of  different  states,  is  it  any  less 
so  to  citizens  of  different  counties  of  the  same  state  ?  The  courts 
do  not  require  a  chattel  mortgage  to  be  recorded  in  any  county 
in  which  the  property  may  be  taken,  or  the  mortgagor  may  re- 
move to,  nor  do  the  laws  of  any  state  of  this  Union  require  it. 
One  registration  in  conformity  with  the  statute  is  sufficient  as  to 
individuals.     Hennan  on  Chattel  Mori.  17 o, 

II.  The  taking  of  the  second  mortgage  by  the  appellant,  Hoag, 
on  December  3d,  a.  d.  1877,  did  not  extinguisi)  the  first.  Gre- 
gory V.  Thomas  J  20  Wend.  17  ;  Hill  v.  Beebe,  3  Kern.  567. 

The  mere  act  of  taking  a  new  security  from  the  same  party, 
and  u{)on  the  same  proj>erty,  does  not  merge  or  extinguish  a 
prior  one,  where  both  are  of  the  same  quality  and  degree.  The 
debt  was  not  paid,  and  until  that  was  done,  all  collateral  securities 
must  stand.  Butler  v.  Miller^  1  Conist.  600;  Gregory  v.  ThjornaSy 
30  Wend.  17. 

A  subsequent  security  for  the  same  debt,  or  for  a  debt  of  equal 
degree  with  a  former,  will  not,  by  oj)eration  of  law,  extinguish  it. 
Manhood  v.  Crick,  Cro.  Eliz.  710 ;  Norwood  v.  Griffin  y  Cro^ 
Eliz.  7 '27 ;  Maynard  v.  Crick,  Cro.  Qir.  HO ;  Enos^s  Case,  Lit. 
58 ;  Preston  v.  Preston,  Cro.  Eliz.  817 ;  Hill  v.  Beebe,  3  Kern. 
556. 

The  lien  continues  until  the  debt  is  paid  or  extinguished,  or 
the  lien  itself  is  destroyed  by  agreement  between  the  parties. 
Until  the  debt  is  paid,  all  ct)llateral  securities  stand  ;  the  security 
of  a  mortgage  is  in  no  way  impaire<l.  Herman  on  Chattel  Mart. 
1£9;  Butler  v.  Miller,  1  N.  Y.  600;  Brinkerhoff  v.  Din- 
sing,  ^  Johns.  Ch.  66;  Gregory  v.  Thomas,  20  Wend.  17 ; 
Williams  v.  Starr,  6  Wis.  631^  ;   Chapman  v.  Jenkins,  31  Barb. 
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164;  Bank  <fec.,  v.  Finch,  8  Barb.  Ch,  S93 ;  Robinson  v.  Urqu — 
hay-tf  1  Bcaa.  515  ;  Higgina^a  Cfawe,  6  Rep,  45;  8  Johns.  54-;  Ic^ 
Johns.  555.'^ 

Where  a  mortgage  is  given  to  secure  a  certain  debt  it  will  l>e- 
a  valid  security  for  that  purpose,  whatever  form  that  debt  may 
assume  if  it  can  be  traced.     Pater  son  v.  Johnson,  7  Ohio  St.  225. 

A  subsequent  security  for  a  debt  of  equal  degree  with  a  former, 
will  not,  by  operation  of  law,  extinguish  it.  Butler  v.  Miller,  1 
N.  Y.  500;  Gregory  v.  Thomas,  20  Wend.  17;  Higgins's  Case, 
6  Rep.  45  ;  Rawden  v.  Ticrten,  Browne,  74  ;  Phelps  v.  Johnson, 
8  Johns.  54 ;  Preston  v.  Prestmi,  Cro.  Eliz.  817 ;  Mumford  v. 
Stocker,  1  Conn.  78;  Cowell  v.  Lamb,  20  Johns.  407 ;  Enoi^s 
Ca^e,  Litt.  58 ;  Day  v.  Leal,  I4  Johns.  4O4 ;  Hamilton  v.  Cd- 
lender,  1  Dall.  420 ;  Andrews  v.  Smith,  9  Wend.  S3;  Hill  v. 
Beebe,[13  N.  Y.  556. 

So  that  the  taking  of  a  second  mortgage  for  the  same  debt  will 
not  relinquish  the  first  without  an  express  release  of  the  first,  and 
this  even  where  the  note  and  mortgage  given  in  renewal  is  for  a 
larger  amount  than   the   original.      Burnliisel  v.  Fut^man,  22^. 
Wall.  170  ;  Boyd  v.  Beck,  20  Ala.  703;  Packard  v.  Kingmaiu  - 
II  Iowa  219;  HiU  v.  Beebee,  13  N.  Y.  556;  Hutchinson  v 
Swartsweller,  4  Stew.  Eq.  207,  and  the  cases  therein  cited. 

III.  As  between  the  chattel  mortgages  of  Francis  M.  Hoa 
Frederick  Fisher  and  Eilward  Savre,  it  is  not  material  wh 
Hoag  filed   his  cliattel   mortgage.     Meech  v.  Paichin,  I4  N. 
71 ;    National  Bank  of  the  Metropolis  v.  Sprague,  6  C.  E. 
5S0;  De  Courcey  v.  Collins,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  360. 

IV.  Whether  the  |)rtferenees  sought  by  Albert  H  Hewesa^ud 
Edward  Sayre,  in  obtaining  the  judgments,  are  not  fraudulent  ^ 
against  the  defendant  Francis  M.  Hong. 

Albert  H.  Ilewes  is  the  son,  and  Edward  Sayre  is  the  son-iD- 
law  of  the  defendant  Margaret  V.  Hewes. 

Whatever  puts  a  party  upon  inquiry  amounts,  in  judgment 
of  law,  to  notice,  providing  the  inquiry  becomes  a  duty,  asm 
the  case  of  purchaser  and  creditor,  and  would  lead  to  the  knowl- 
^ge  of  the  requisite  fact  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence. 
Troup  V.  Hurlbut,  10  Barb.  354  ;  4-  Kent's  Com.  179. 
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Notice  to  a  subsequent  attaching  creditor  of  a  valid  mortgage, 
not  recorded,  is  equivalent  to  a  record.     Tucker  v.  TMon^  65  iVl 
H.  223  ;  Gooding  v.  i2%,  50  K  H.  JfiO  ;  PaUon  v.  Moore,  32- 
K  H.  382. 

Knowledge  is  regarded  as  equivalent  to  notice  of  the  highest 
degree,  1  Lead.  Cos.  in  Eq.  148 ;  Crocker  v.  Crocker,  31  N. 
Y.  507;    Wooster  v.  Sherwood,  25  N.  Y.  278. 

If  there  be  an  existing  mortgage  at  the  time  the  judgment  is 
rendered,  that  judgment  will  bind  only  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, whether  the  mortgage  be  recorded  or  not.  Jones  on  MorL 
§  460  ;  Knell  v.  Green  Street  Building  Ass.,  34  Md.  67  ;  Hacketi 
V.  CaUender,  32  Vt.  97. 

If  a  creditor  have  actual  notice  of  a  prior  unrecorded  mort- 
gage at  the  time  of  obtaining  his  judgment  lien,  he  will  hold 
his  lien  subject  to  such  mortgage.     Jones  on  MoH.  §  4^1. 

V.  Disregard  of  notice  amounting  to  fraud.  Curtis  v.  Mundy^ 
3  Mete.  405. 

Notice,  if  suflScient  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  leading  to  the 
truth,  will,  in  general,  be  regarded  as  good  notice  of  the  ulti- 
mate fact  to  be  established.  Green  v.  Slayer,  4  Johns.  Ch.  38  ; 
McDaniel  v.  Flower  Brook  Manufadunng  Co.,  22  Vt.  274 1 
Maybin  v.  Kirby,  4  Rich.  Eq.  105 ;  Raritan  Water  Power  Co^ 
V.  Veghte,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  463;  Hoy  v.  Bramhall,  4  C.  E.  Gr.  563; 
Danforth  v.  Dart,  4  Duer  101 ;  Sterry  v.  Arden,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
261 ;  Pendleton  v.  Fay,  2  Paige  202  ;  TutUe  v.  Jackson,  6  Wend. 
213;  Hoy  v.  BramliaU,  4,  C.  E.  Gr.  572;  4,  Kent  179;  Jones 
V.  Stniih,  1  Hare  43. 

It  is  bad  faith  for  one  to  attempt  the  circumvention  of  the 
true  owner  of  the  property  by  endeavoring  to  anticipate  him  in 
gaining  the  advantage  to  be  derived  from  an  acquisition  of  the 
legal  title.  Kennedy  v.  Daly,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  355 ;  Coble  v. 
Nonemaker,  78  Pa.  St.  501 ;  Kepler  v.  Davis,  80  Pa.  St.  153. 

VI.  To  what  extent  is  the  complainant,  Edward  Sayre,  a 
creditor  ? 

VII.  Mortgages  to  indemnify  sureties.  Rights  of  sureties 
and  of  creditors. 
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If  the  indemnity  is  agaiast  a  contingent  liability^  there  can 
be  no  substitution  until  the  liability  has  become  absolute,  (k- 
bom  V.  Noble,  46  Misn,  U^  ;  Hall  v.  Cushman,  16  N.  H.  4j6S; 
Bank  of  Virginia  v.  Borseau,  1^  Leigh  370. 

Thus  a  mortgage  made  to  an  endorser  of  a  note  for  the  maker's 
accommodation,  to  secure  him  against  liability,  is  not  acces- 
sary to  the  principal  obligation,  but  simply  a  personal  indem- 
nity, depending  upon  the  payment  of  the  note  by  the  endorser. 
Until  the  endorser  pays  the  money  on  his  endorsement^  he  can 
maintain  no  action  for  money  paid.  Miller  v.  Henry ^  S  Pa, 
St.  380;  Gardener  v.  Cleveland,  9  Pick.  337 ;  Shepard  v.  Shep- 
ard,  6  Chnn.  37. 

VIII.  Is  a  chattel  mortgage  valid  as  against  a  creditor  of  the 
mortgagee,  unless  the  same  is  filed  pursuant  to  the  statute? 
AsUrr  v.  Wdh,  4  Wheat.  ^66;    Wade  on  Notice  §  228. 

Whoever  is  a  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale,  whether  he  be  a 
creditor  or  not,  is  charged  with  constructive  notice  of  all  instra — -  _, 
men ts  affecting  the  title,.execute<l  and  delivered  by  the  debtor- ,^|. 
prior  to  the  judgment,  and  subsequently  recorded  prior  to  th-^^^ 
sale.     Jachon  v.  Post,  15  Wend.  588  ;  Williamson  v.  Brown,  i««^  j 
N.  Y.  354-;    Whitehead  v.  Jordan,  1  You.  &  Coll.  313 ;  M\ 
grove  v.  Benson,  5  Oregon  313 ;  Wade  on  Notice  §  231. 

Unregistered  deeds  are  good  against  creditors,  with  suflBci 
notice  to  put  them  upon  inquiry.      Duron  v.  Doe,  1  Sm.        < 
Marsh.  70;  Priest  v.  Poll,  1  Pick.  16 4. 

The  one  who  seeks  to  take  advantage  of  an  unregistered  izi- 
strurnent,  of  the  existence  of  which  he  has  been  fully  inform^*</^ 
will   be  allowed  to  enjoy  no '  special  advantages,  although  t;be 
failure   to   record    the   mortgage   was   fraudulent  as   to  others. 
Pike  V.  Arnistcad,  1  Dcv.  Eq.  110. 

The  omission  to  renew  it  did  not  impair  its  force  as  against 
a  person  stiinding  in  the  situation  of  the  complainant.  Sanger 
V.  Eastwood,  19  Wend.  515. 

Messrs.  Coult  &  Howell,  for  respondents. 

I.  Margaret   V.    Hewes,   the    mortgagor,   at    the    time  of 
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giving  the  chattel  mortgage  to  Hoag,  was  a  resident  of  Hudson 
county,  and  not  of  Essex  county,  where  the  chattels  mortgaged 
were  located. 

Her  statement  that  she  was  at  that  time  a  resident  of  Newark, 
in  Essex  county,  if  any  such  statement  was  made,  could  only 
affect  the  relations  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage,  and  could  not 
affect  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  a  judgment  creditor. 

II.  The  statute  provides  that  chattel  mortgages  must  be  filed 
in  the  county  where  the  mortgagor  resides,  not  where  the  chattels 
are  located,  in  all  cases  where  the  mortgagor  resides  in  this  state. 

If  the  mortgagor  does  not  reside  in  this  state,  the  mortgage 
must  be  filed  in  the  county  where  the  chattels  are  located. 

III.  The  statute  providing  for  filing  chattel  mortgages, 
makes  such  filing  constructive  notice  only  to  subsequent  pur- 
chasers  and  mortgagees  ;  if  they  take,  respectively,  title  to,  or  lien 
on,  the  chattels  mortgaged  after  such  filing,  they  are  not  pur- 
chasers or  mortgagees  in  good  faith — they  are  charged  with 
notice. 

But  the  statute  does  not  affect  or  operate  on  the  rights  of  judg- 
ment creditors ;  they  are  not  charged  with  notice  by  the  filing  of 
the  mortgage. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are  that  chattel  mortgages  "  shall 
be  absolutely  void  as  against  the  creditor's  of  the  vwrtgagor,  and 
as  against  subsequent  purchasers  and  morigagees  in  good  faith, 
unless  the  mortgage,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  shall  be  filed  as 
directed,  &c." 

It  makes  two  classes  of  persons  as  against  whom  the  mortgage 
shall  be  void — 

(1)  The  creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  who  need  not  be  such  in 
good  faith,  in  the  sense  used  in  the  act. 

(2)  Subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  in  good  faith — who 
alone,  of  all  the  world,  are  charged  with  notice  by  the  filing. 

IV.  That  justice  could  not  be  done  to  the  complainant  with- 
out putting  him,  in  the  first  position,  among  the  parties  to  this 
suit,  and  allowing  him  to  be  paid  first  out  of  the  fund  in  the 
receiver's  hands. 


f 
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The  opinion  of  the  cx)urt  was  delivered  by 

BeasleYi  C.  J. 

I  agree  with  the  vice-chancellor  in  his  settlement  of  the  dis- 
puted facts  in  this  case,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  an  error  haa 
crept  into  the  decree  with  respect  to  the  marshaling  of  the  en* 
cumbrances.  These  liens  are  of  this  character:  the  mortgage 
first  in  date  is  held  by  the  appellant^  Hoag ;  then  comes  a  mort- 
gage held  by  Frederick  Fisher,  one  of  the  defendants,  and 
lastly  is  the  judgment  of  the  defendant  Sayre.  This  first  mort- 
gage was  not  recorded  in  the  proper  county,  and  therefore  is 
subordinate  to  the  judgment,  but  it  is  paramount  to  the  second 
mortgage,  which  was  taken  with  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
this  first  lien.  In  this  state  of  things,  the  decree  places  the 
judgment  and  the  first  mortgage,  by  way  of  preference,  before 
the  second  mortgage.  This,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  unjust  and 
inadmissible. 

Upon  what  possible  principle  is  the  result  in  this  case  to  be 
justified  ?  Fisher,  when  he  took  his  mortgage,  knew  that  there 
was  an  antece<lent  mortgage  on  the  same  property,  securing  the 
sum  of  $2,150,  with  interest.  He  had  his  own  mortgage  duly 
recorded,  so  that  it  became  incontestably  the  second  legal  lien; 
in  this  position  of  afiairs  this  judgment  is  entered,  and  he  at 
once  finds  himself,  without  any  fault  on  his  part,  degraded  from 
the  position  of  a  second  encumbrancer  to  that  of  a  third  encum- 
brancer, and  instead  of  the  mortgaged  property  being  subject  to 
a  claim  prior  to  his  own  of  but  $2,150,  it  is  subject  to  paramount 
claims  which  amount  to  the  sum  of  $5,160.  If  such  a  principle 
be  correct,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  person,  under  any  circum- 
stances, can  take  a  second  or  other  subordinate  mortgage  upon 
property,  without  putting  his  interests  in  the  utmost  jeopardy. 
Under  the  prevalence  of  such  a  rule  of  law,  a  subsequent  encum- 
brancer would  be  obliged  to  see  that  the  status  of  the  primary 
encumbrance  was,  in  all  respects,  unexceptionable,  under  penalty, 
if  a  flaw  should  be  undetected,  of  having  his  lien  superseded  by 
every  judgment  that  might  be  entered  at  a  later  date.  Such  a 
rule  would  be  as  inexpedient  as  it  would  be  unjust. 
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I  cannot  but  think  that  any  one  who  will  look  carefully  into 
the  subject  will  perceive  that  no  rule  applicable  to  such  a  junc- 
ture as  this  can  be  admissible  that  is  not  founded  on  the  theory 
of  leaving  the  second  mortgagee  in  the  position  originally 
acquired  by  him,  without  respect  to  the  neglects  or  shortcomings 
of  the  holder  of  the  previous  mortgage  or  the  subsequent  judg- 
ments of  creditor.  Viewed  in  this  aspect,  this  woiKd  be  the 
result:  the  judgment  creditor  would,  in  the  marshaling  of  these 
liens,  take  priority  over  the  first  mortgage;  as  between  the  judg- 
ment and  that  mortgage,  the  former  must  be  first  paid.  But 
with  respect  to  the  second  mortgage,  the  judgment  creditor,  as 
such,  has  no  claim  to  stand  first,  his  only  claim  in  that  regard 
being  his  right  to  stand  in  the  shoes  of  the  fii*st  mortgagee,  and 
assert  all  the  privileges  incident  to  that  position.  But  he  can 
exact  nothing  further  than  such  privileges;  he  can  legally  say 
that  he  has  the  j>aramount  lien  on  the  property  to  the  extent  of 
the  sum  secure<l  by  the  first  mortgage;  but  he  cannot  legally 
say  that,  with  respect  to  the  second  mortgagee,  he  has  any  para- 
mount lien  beyond  this.  Xo  additional  burthen  can  be  put 
upon  the  land  to  the  detriment  of  tlie  second  mortgagee.  If  the 
judgment  be  for  a  sum  greater  than  that  secured  by  the  first 
mortgage,  then,  by  right  of  representation,  such  judgment  will 
constitute  the  first  lien  to  the  full  extent,  and  no  further,  of  the 
first  mortgage ;  if  it  be  for  a  less  sum  than  the  first  mortgage,  it 
will  take  precedence  and  consume  the  first  mortgage  to  that 
extent  only.  It  will  be  observed  that  by  these  adjustments  the 
priority  of  the  first  mortgage,  with  regard  to  the  second  mort- 
gage, will  be  exhausted,  either  partially  or  wholly,  so  that,  to  the 
ext*?nt  of  such  exhaustion,  it  will  be  postponed  to  the  second 
mortgage. 

The  doctrine  thus  propounded  is  but  the  development  of  the 
principle  maintained  and  acted  on  in  Clement -w  Kaighn, !?  Ate- 
Cart,  IfS,  In  that  case  there  was  a  judgment  without  an  execu- 
tion ;  then  a  mortgage,  and  then  judgments  on  which  executions 
had  been  taken  out.  These  latter  judgments  were  entitled  to 
precedence  over  the  first,  but  were  subonlinate  to  the  mortgage. 
Chancellor  Green  decided  that  the  first  judgment  on  the  mort- 
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ged  premise?,  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  sue  out  execat  I 

)on  it,  should  be  past})oned  to  the  encumbrance  of  the  ja^^ 

udgments,  and,  as  an  inevitable  consequence,  that  it  should. 

)08tponed  to  the  mortgage  which  was  prior  to  the  junior  jticJ 

ments,  and  whose  priority  was  not  to  be  affected  by  any  lacli 

of  the  holder  of  sn-li  prior  judgment. 

In  my  t>pinion,  the  decree  in  this  case  should  be  modified  so  « 
to  direct  the  payment  of  these  encumbrances  in  this  onler,  vix, 
first,  the  judgment  of  Sayre  to  the  amount  secured  by  the  first 
mortgage;  second,  the  payment  of  the  residue  of  such  judg- 
ment and  the  second  mortgage,  pari  passu,  as  they  were  concur- 
rent liens,  being  entered  on  the  same  day ;  third,  the  payment 
of  the  first  mortgage. 

Dixon,  J.  dissenting. 

I  agree  with  the  conclusions  which  the  vice-chancellor  las 
reached  upon  the  facts. 

But  I  dissent  from  the  legal  rule  by  which  he  fixes  the  order 
of  priority,  for  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  advance  the  com- 
plainant Sayre  to  the  front  against  everybody,  in  order  to  give 
him  the  full  benefit  of  his  superiority  to  Iloag. 

Nor  do  I  assent  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  opinion  just  read 
since  I  see  no  reason  for  regarding  the  complainant  as  substitute 
in  the  stead  and   rights  of  Hoag  as  against  Fisher,  merely  1 
cause  Hoag  failed  to  comply  with  the  registry  laws.     The  ef 
of  non-compliance  with  those  laws  is  declared  by  themselv^ 
bo,  not  that  the  rights  of  him  in  default  shall  l)e  transferr 
the  subsecjuent  encumbrancers,  but  that  his  claifn  shall  be 
as  to  them. 

Therefore,  if  there  be  three  encumbrancors,  A,  B  and  C 
order  of  time,  and  A*s  lien  be  prior  to  B's,  and  B's  to  ( 
for  A's  omission  to  properly  register  his  lien,  it  is  void  a 
then  the  fund  should  be  disposed  of  as  follows: 

1.  DiMlnct  from  the  whole  fund  the  amount  of  B's 
apply  the  balance  to  pay  C.     This  gives  C  just  what 
have  if  A  had  no  existence. 

2.  Deduct  from  the  whole  fund  the  amount  of  A' 
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^sipply  the  balance  to  pay  B.     This  gives  B  what  he  is  entitled 

3.  The  balance  remaining  after  these  payments  are  made  to  B 
:and  C  is  to  be  applied  to  A\s  lien. 

To  illustrate  :  Suppose  the  fund  to  be  $5,000;  A's  lien  to  be 
$3,000;  B's  lien  to  be  $4,000,  and  C's  lien  to  be  $2,000. 
Then,  C  receives  $5,000,  less  $4,000=$1,000 ;  B  receives  $5,000, 
less  $3,000= $2,000 ;  A  receives  $5,000,  less  ($1,000+$2,000),= 
$2,000. 

Or  suppose  the  fund  to  be  $5,000,  and  eacli  of  these  encum- 
brances to  be  $5,000 ;  then  it  will  appear  that  A,  the  first  in 
time,  will  take  it  all ;  since,  except  for  the  registry  laws,  he 
would  clearly  be  entitled  to  it,  and  the  registry  laws  simply  pre- 
vent his  taking  anything  by  whicli  C's  security  may  be  lessened. 
But  C^s  security  was  nothing  at  tlie  beginning,  for  B's  prior  lien 
-covered  the  whole  fund ;  and  C,  therefore,  has  no  right  by 
which  A's  claim  can  be  impaired. 

Where  B's  and  C's  claims  are  concurrent  in  time  and  lien, 
•but  A  is  prior  to  B,  and  void  as  to  C  (as  in  the  present  case), 
the  distribution  should  be  as  follows: 

1.  Divide  the  whole  fund  in  the  proportion  of  B's  and  C^s 
-claims,  and  give  to  C  his  proportion.  Thus  is  A  ignored  in  fix- 
ing C's  rights. 

2.  Deduct  from  the  whole  fund  the  amount  of  A's  lien,  and 
apply  the  balance  to  B'.s  claim. 

3.  The  balance  remaining  after  both  payments  goes  to  A. 

By  applying  these  rules  to  the  case  before  us,  it  will  be  seen 
that,  in  my  judgment,  Fisher  alone  is  injured  by  the  decree  be- 
low ;  but  as  he  is  not  a  party  to  this  appeid,  the  decM*ee  cannot 
be  changed  here  for  his  sake,  and  therefore,  I  think,  should  be 
affirmed. 

For  affirmance — Dixon — 1. 

For  reversal — Beasley,  C.  J.,  Depue,  Knapp,  Magie, 
Parker,  Reed,  Scudder,  Van  Syckel,  Clement,  Cole, 
DoDt)  Green — 12. 
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John  A.  Van  Orden,  appellant, 

V. 

Nelson  L.  Budd,  respondent 

Where  a  person  took  an  absolute  conveyance,  but  which  was,  in  point  of 
fact,  a  mortgage,  and  sold  the  premises  as  liis  own,  repudiating  the  interest  of 
the  grantor,  and  took  a  mortgage  for  ])urt  of  the  consideration  monej—Heldy 
that  it  was  not  inetjuitable  to  charge  him,  in  his  accounts  with  the  gnmtor, 
with  the  amount  of  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage  taken  by  hioi,  afl  so 
much  cash  in  hand. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  advi8e<l  by  the  vice-chancellor,  who» 
opinion  is  reported  in  Bucld  v.  Van  Orden,  6  Stew.  Eq.  US, 

Mr.  Theo.  Little,  for  appellant. 

Not  disputing  but  that  tiie  deed,  though  absolute  on  its  face, 
may  be  shown  by  parol  to  have  been  in  fact  intended  to  be  only 
a  mortgage,  I  submit: 

I.  That  to  so  control  and  qualify  the  plain  and  al)Solute  terms 
of  a  deeil,  the  evidence  must  be  clear,  unequivocal  and  convincing, 
and  such  as  to  show  that  the  gnintce's  claim  that  the  transaction 
was  originally  a  purciiase,  is  iiicxmsistent  with  the  sul»sequeut 
conduct  of  both  parties,  and  such  as,  if  sustained,  will  defraud 
the  grantor  of  some  valuable  right. 

The  proof  must  go  further  than  merely  to  show  that  the 
grantee  agreed  that  the  deed  should  not  be  held  and  used  as  an 
absolute  con  veyauc»e.  If  the  grantor  executed  it,  knowing,  at  the 
time,  it  did  not  express  the  true  agreement,  he  cannot  be  relieved 
from  the  consequences  of  his  own  act.  Lord  Irnham  v.  CiMi 
2  JBro.  a  a  03  ;  Selden  v.  Myers,  20  How.  506  ;  2  Lead.  0/«e« 
in  Eq.  OUy  iOll;  Clark  v.  Condit,  3  C.  E.  Gr.  339  ;  Decawi* 
V.  Crane,  4  C.  E.  Gr.  169 ;  Sweet  v.  Parker,  7  C.  E.  Gr.  fJ- 

But  the  one  element  or  ciiaracteristic  of  a  mortgage,  and  wliicli 
distinguishes  it  from  a  deed,  is  the  agreement  for  a  defeasance. 
This  is  of  the  very  essenc»e  of  a  mortgage,  and  unless  it  exists  m 

• 

some  form,  by  agreement  between  the  parties^  the  instrument  w 
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aiot  a  mortgage.  1  Johca  on  MorL  §§  IG,  ^41,  !3o6y  ^63 ;  S 
Cruise  Digest^  title  x,  ch.  i  §  11 ;  1  Wash.  Real  Prop,  ch.  16  § 
Jf ;  Montgomery  v.  Bruere,  1  South,  ^69, 

Such  agreement  for  defeasjmee  must  also  have  been  made  at 
the  time  the  deed  was  exeoute<l.  The  grantor  cannot  speculate 
upon  the  chances  for  d('})reciation  or  appreciation  of  the  property. 
1  Jones  on  Mart.  §§  i'*J6*,  ^63 ;  Kearney  v.  Macomb,  1  C.  E,  Gr, 
194  >  youle  V.  Richards,  Sax.  537  ;  Crane  v.  Bonnell,  1  Or.  Ch. 
265;  Gark  v.  Cohdit,  3  C.  E.  Gr.  359  ;  Phillips  v.  HvMzer,  5 
C.  E.  Gr.  308;  Judge  v.  Reese,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  390;  Mejjck  v. 
Creamer,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  429, 

Indeed,  so  essential  is  this  feature  of  defeasance  or  right  of 
redemption,  that  it  is  tlie  one  ground  on  which  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is  declare<l  to  l)e  founded. 
Q  Story  Eq.  Jur,  §§  1018,  1019;  4  Kent  Com.  143. 

II.  But  the  case  does  go  further,  and  shows  most  conclusively 
'that  the  one  element  which  characterizes  a  mortgage  and  distin- 
guishes it  from  an  alwolute  conveyance,  is  entirely  absent — ^that 
is,  the  right  of  redemption  or  defeasance. 

No  resumption  or  reconveyance  was  ever  contemplated,  and 
if  not,  there  could  have  been  no  mortgage,  for  that  is  defined  to 
be  "  an  estate  defeasible  by  the  performance  of  a  condition  sub- 
sequent."    1  Wash.  Real  Property  di.  16  §  1. 

III.  The  evidence  is  not  only  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that 
the  deed  was  intended  its  a  mortgage,  but  is  entirely  consistent 
with  the  defendant's  claim  that  it  was  intended  as  an  absolute 
sale  to  him. 

{a)  The  form  of  the  deed  is  such  as  it  would  have  been  if  a 
sale  had  been  made. 

(6)  The  condition  of  the  estate  and  of  the  complainant  were 
such  an  to  make  such  sale  desirable. 

(c)  Both  parties  subsequently  declared  it  to  be  a  sale,  and  not 
merely  a  mortgage. 

(d)  The  consideration  of  $900,  expressed  in  the  deed,  and  the 
mode  in  wiTu^h  it  was  paid,  and  complainant's  receiving  and 
holding  Mr.  Van  Orden's  note  for  $400,  clearly  indicate  a  pur- 
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chase.     The  other  heirs  or  devisees  sold  their  interest  fur  about 
$1000  per  share,  and  some  for  even  a  less  amount. 

IV.  If,  however,  while  it  ap|)ears  from  the  evidence  thedeid 
was  made  as  the  parties  intended  it  should  be,  the  claim  shall 
be  set  up  by  the  complainant  that  there  was  an  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  iiold  it  in  trust  for  tlie  complain- 
ant, or  to  receive  and  hold  his  share  of  the  estate  when  it  was 
settled,  in  trust,  to  pay  the  §500  advance*!  to  him,  and  the  re- 
mainder, after  payment  of  his  notes,  in  trust  for  him,  it  is  such 
an  agreement  as  cannot  be  sustained.  It  is  clearly  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Hutchinson  \,  Tindal,  3  Or.  Ch,  S62 ;  E'don 
V.  Eatoriy  6  TV.  ^9^;  Baldwin  v.  Campfidd,  ^  Hal  Oi.  S9ji, 
900,  904,;  Vvhyte  v.  Arthur,  2  C.  E.  Gr.  o:?J ;  Serms  v.  Ndm. 
1  McOirt.  J 00;  Hogan  v.  Jaques,  ^  C.  E.  Gr.  1:26 ;  Brom 
ads.  Combsy  5  Lvidi.  J9 ;  1  Lead.  Cases  in  Eq,  351,  356, 859. 
1013,  1014.;  Brovm  on  Stat,  of  Frauds,  ch.  xix.,  §§  437,  W I 
FuUar  v.  Hood,  10  Ckusey  366 ;  Lamborn  v.  Watson,  6  Han* 
&  Johns.  252. 

V.  If  the  evidence  should  be  held  to  warrant  the  decree  that 
this  deed  was  intended  to  be  only  a  mortgage,  the  rule  adopted 
by  the  vice-chancellor,  in  stating  the  account  between  the  parlies, 
was  inequitable  and  unjust.  Kearney  v.  Macomb,  1  C  E.  Gf» 
194  ;  1  Jones  on  Mori.  §§  256,  263. 

Mr.  Jos.  CouU,  for  respondent. 

I.  The  conveyance  made  by  Nelson  L.  Budd  and  wife,  the 
respondent,  to  John  A.  Van  Orden,  the  appellant,  was  made  as 
security  for  a  loan  of  money  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  was  Dot 
an  absolute  conveyance.     It  was  proi)erly  held  to  be  a  mortgage. 

II.  The  appellant  having  sold  the  property  pledged,  without 
the  assent  of  the  respondent,  the  appellant  should  account  to  him 
for  the  sum  for  which  he  sold  it,  and  not  for  its  sup|)osed  actual 
value.     He  became  trustee  for  the  mortgagor.     Perry  on  TniM» 

§  4^1  and  Baldwin  v.  Bannister,  note ;  Robinson  v.  Petlit,  i  J^'  . 
Wms.  :J5J ;  Cornell  v.  Pierson,  4  Hal.  Ch.  478;  Jones  on  MorL 
§  341 ;  MtJiam  v.  Forester,  't  J  N.  F.  277. 
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III.  The  appellant  lost  his  right  to  object  to  the  Qiaster's  re- 
port by  failure  to  file  his  exceptions ;  set  down  the  cause  for  hear- 
ii^g,  aiid  give  notice  thereof,  within  the  time  limited  in  the  rule 
nisi.     They  were  properly  stricken   from   the  files.      Weber  v. 

IVeUling,  3  C.  E.  Gr.  39;  MoiiHs  v.  Taylor,  8  C.  E.  Gr.  134. 

IV.  The  appellant,  by  the  master's  report  and  final  decree,  is 
allowed  more  than  in  equity  he  ought  to  be  credited  with,  and 
the  amount  for  which  he  should  account  is  greater  than  the 
amount  decreed  to  be  due. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

Tlie  complainant  in  this  case,  who  is  the  respondent  in  this 
appeal,  made  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  certain  lands  to  the  appel- 
lant, and  the  purpose  of  the  bill  was  to  have  such  absolute  deed 
declared  to  be  a  mortgage.  In  tliis  endeavor  he  was  successful 
in  the  court  below.  The  point  depended  on  the  effect  of  the 
parol  evidence,  and  as  sucli  evidence  has  been  fully  discussed  in 
the  opinion  read  in  the  court  below  by  the  vice-chancellor,  and 
as  I  agree  in  the  views  expressed  by  him  in  this  respect,  it  would 
be  but  a  waste  of  time  for  me,  at  this  time,  to  pass  over  that 
Baroe  ground.  I  concur  in  the  conclusion  thus  reached,  that  the 
deed  in  question  was  designed  by  the  parties  to  it  to  stand,  in 
substance,  as  a  security  for  the  amount  of  money  advanced  by 
the  appellant  to  the  complainant,  at  the  time  of  its  execution. 

The  only  misgiving  that  I  have  exj>erienced,  touching  the 
correctness  of  the  decree,  has  been  with  respect  to  the  propriety 
of  charging  the  appellant  with  the  share  of  the  complainant  in 
the  proceeds  of  the  land  sold,  on  the  basis  of  the  price  obtained 
at  such  sale.  The  embarrassment  is  that  the  whole  of  such 
price  has  not  yet  come  to  the  hands  of  the  appellant,  as  he  took, 
in  part  payment  on  such  sale,  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  a  certain 
portion  of  the  consideration  money,  and  it  is  now  contended,  in 
his  behalf,  that  it  is  incompatible  with  correct  principle,  looking 
at  the  case  as  one  between  trustee  and  cestui  que  trusty  or  princi- 
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pal  and  agent,  to  charge  against  him,  as  so  much  cash,  ihr^ 
moneys  included  in  the  mortgage  which  have  not  as  yet  b^^ 
received  by  him.     The  argument  is  that  such  moneys  may 
ultimately  lost  without  any  fault  on  his  part,  and  thus  a  liabi 
to  his  principal  may  never  arise. 

There  is,  certainly,  some  force  in  this  view,  and  it  woul< 
entitled  to  prevail  if  the  facts  of  the  case  presented  these  pa^^--^/; 
as  standing  towards  each  otiier  in  the  attitude,  under  usual  oo«. 
ditions,  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  or  of  a  similar  rektioa- 
ship.     According  to  the  view  above  taken  on  the  merits,  the 
appellant  was  the  holder  of  the  complainant's  undivided  share 
in  these  lands  as  mortgagee,  with  an  authority  to  sell  such  sban^ 
rendering  an  account  to  the  complainant  for  its  product;  and  i(, 
in  good  faith,  he  had  proceeded  to  execute  such  authority,  in 
behalf  of  his  principaj,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  his  right 
to  have  his  accounts  settled  in  the  manner  which  the  law  pre- 
scribes for  such  cases.     But  the  facts  show  that  the  appellant 
cannot  be  permitted  to  claim  the  utmost  advantage  of  such  a 
position  as  this.     By  his  own  showing,  in  selling  this  land,  he 
did  not  intend  to  act  as  the  agent  or  trustee  of  the  complainant, 
but,  disowning  that  character,  and  asserting   his  own  absolute 
right  to  the  land,  he  made  sale  of  it  iis  owner,  and  acted  in  that 
matter  for  himself  alone.     Having  repudiated  his  representative 
capacity  in  disposing  of  the  premises,  the  claim  which  he  makes 
to  such  capacity,  when  his  accounts  are  to  be  adjusted,  cannot  be 
considered  as  very  forcible.     Dealing  with  the  property  as  ha 
own,  he  took  this  bond  and  mortgage  in  his  own   right,  as  so 
much  cash.     It  is  not  shown  that  the  nionevs  so  received  cannot 
be  collected,  or  are  in  danger  of  being  lost.     The  price  produced 
at  this  sale  may,  I  think,  in  view  of  all  the  evidence,  be  taken  as 
representing  the  fair  value  of  the  land  sold.     In  this  position  of 
things,  it  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  inequitable,  or  abnormal,  to 
charge  the  appellant,  in  his  settlement  with  the  complainant, 
with  the  entire  amount  of  such  price  as  so  much  cash  in  his 
hands. 

This  conclusion  leads  me  to  vote  for  the  affirmance,  in  all 
respects,  of  the  decree  appealed  from. 

Deoee  unanimously  affirmed. 
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WiLLTAM  H.  Davis,  assignee  of  Norri^,  appellant, 

v.. 
Nahum  Sullivan  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  A  defendant  in  a  chancery  suit  being  decree<l  a  bankrupt  between  a  decree 
•pro  confesno  and  a  final  decree,  does  not  abate  or  stay  the  proceedings. 

2.  A  party  who,  having  acquired  an  interest  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit, 
i&pplies,  under  the  chancery  act,  to  be  made  a  party  in  order  to  move  to  open 
ihe  decree,  must  present,  in  his  petition,  a  case  of  substantial  equity. 

3.  Claiming  in  the  court  below  the  right  to  be  let  in  as  a  party  for  a  specified 
purpose,  he  cannot  object,  on  appeal,  to  the  order  refusing  his  admission,  that 
he  had  the  right  to  be  joined  to  the  suit  for  another  purpose. 


On  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  chancellor,  refusing  to  open  a 
Bnal  decree  in  order  to  let  in  the  appellant  to  answer  and  defend. 

Edward  T.  Norris  transferred  to  a  trustee  certain  promissory 
tiotes  for  the  payment  of  certain  enumerated  creditors.  Such 
transfer  was  conditional  on  all  the  enumerated  creditors  coming 
in  and  accepting  it.  Some  time  after  such  transfer  and  delivery 
of  such  notes  to  the  trustee,  and  after  a  large  number  of  such 
creditoi-s  had  accepted  the  offer,  Norris  notified  the  trustee  that 
ke  had  revoked  such  assignment  and  trust.  A  bill  was  then 
filed  by  some  of  the  creditors  who  had  come  in  against  Norris  and 
the  trustee,  making  the  rest  of  the  enumerated  creditors  parties, 
to  have  the  trust  executed,  and  setting  up,  in  avoidance  of  the 
above-mentioned  revocation,  that  tlie  said  Norris  had  under- 
taken to  procure  the  assent  of  the  rest  of  the  creditors,  and  that 
if  he  had  not  procured  such  assent,  he  had  acted  in  bad  faith. 
To  this  bill  Norris  did  not  appear,  and  an  order  for  a  decree  pro 
'ConfeSHO  having  been  taken,  in  the  end  a  final  decfee  was  entered 
against  him  and  the  trust  was  directed  to  be  carried  into  effect. 
Subsequent  to  this  final  decree,  and  after  the  moneys,  in  a  great 
part,  had  been  distributed,  one  William  H.  Davis,  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  of  the  said  Edward  T.  Norris,  presented  his  peti- 
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tion  to  0{)eD  the  said  decree  and  to  let  him  in  to  defend,  set- 
ting forti),  as  the  grounds  of  his  application,  that  he  had  bo^ 
appointed  such  assignee  during  tlie  pendency  of  the  suit,  a  and 
between  the  decree  pro  coiifesso  and  the  final  decree ;  that  wic  ^- 
out  notice  to  [>etitioner,  the  complainants,  "by  the  consent  a^^" 
collusion  of  the  said  bankrupt,"  had  taken  a  decree  without  no  '**' 
fying  the  court  that  such  debtor  had  been  declared  a  bankruf-^^> 
and  that  said  petitioner  had,  as  his  assignee,  demanded  of  t  ^^^^ 
assignee  the  trust  fund ;  that  the  trust  settlement  was  a  unilater""^  ^ 
agreement  and  had  been  revoked. 

The  chancellor  refused,  on  this  petition^  to  make  the  assigne^^^* 
party,  and  to  open  the  decree  to  let  him  in  to  answer  cSrc. 

Mr.  Gilbert  CoUinSy  for  petitioner. 

In   this  case,  aj>plication  (by  petition  filed  after  decree)  h^^'h* 
made  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  a  defendant  in  a  chano^^ry 
suit,  first,  that  he  might  be  admitted  as  a  party  to  the  suit;  fk.  md 
second,  that  the  decree  might  be  opened,  and  he,  permitted       to 
defend.     The  bankrupt  had  not  answered,  and  the  decree,  a^  to 
him,  was  pro  confesso. 

This  application,  and  every  paH  thereof y  the  chancellor  deaicd. 
From  his  denial  this  appeal  was  taken. 

I.  The  chancellor  should  at  least  have  admitted  the  assignee 
as  a  party.  Eyater  v.  Gaff,  1  Otto  521 ;  Rev.  Ill  %  4£ ;  Bev. 
125,  §  m  ;  2  Dan.  Ch.  Prac.  U60,  UGl,  and  notes. 

II.  The  chancellor  should  have  opened  the  decree  and  pemiifc- 
ted  the  assignee  to  defend. 

III.  There  has  been  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  assignee. 

Mr.  J.  D.  Bedkj  for  respondents. 

If  Davis,  as  assignee,  desired  to  be  made  a  party,  it  was  his 
business  to  apply,  and  not  the  duty  of  the  complainants  to  make 
him  a  party.  Eyster  v.  Gaff,  1  Otto  521 ;  Essterbrook  v.  Ahff^y 
4  Stew.  E(j.  Jf. 
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:  is  questionable  whether  an  assignee  pendente  lite  could  be 
e  a  party,  if  he  does  not  apply  or  consent.  Norton  v.  Swit- 
3  OUo  360, 

[.  Under  our  statute  {Rev.  110 ,  §  ^i),  if  the  assignee  could 

dmitted,  he  would  only  stand  in  place  of  the  defendant  Nor- 

and  would  be  entitled,  as  defendant,  to  no  otiier  rights  than 

ris.     Guest  v.  Hewitt^  12  C  E,  Gr.  JfSO, 

his,  also,  is  so  under  the  bankrupt  act.     Rexi,  Stat.  U.  S. 

?,  §  6O47. 

'orris  is  concluded  by  decree  pro  confesso  and  final  decree. 

II.  liaches.  Decree  executed.  The  trustee  obeyed  the 
•ee  in  good  faith. 

V.  There  is  no  equity  in  the  applicration.     By  no  possibility 
lere  anything  to  be  reached  but  §657.83,  and  Davis  has  no 
ity  to  that.     Besides,  it  could  only  be  claimed  by  bill, 
'he   application    must   show  a   right   to  be   made  a   party. 
ither  V.  GreenfidJ,  3  Bank,  Reg,  179. 

^,  The  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  New  Jersey,  in 
ch  Davis  was  appointed  assignee,  Nixon,  J.,  decided  July 
1,  1879,  that  the  sale  from  Norris  to  Clerihew  was  valid 
nst  a  judgment  creditor.     Howard  v.  Clerihew  and  Noi-ris. 

^I.  The  transfer  of  the  notes  was  to  pay  certain  bo7ia  fide 
litors,  and  its  good  faith  is  not  questioned  in  this  application, 
assignee  seeks  only  to  defend  under  Norris,  knd  to  set  up 
defence. 

^11.  The  assignee  must  file  his  original  bill  if  he  claims  relief 
3ehalf  of  any  creditor,  showing  his  grounds,  and  giving  an 
ortunity  of  answer  and  defence,  but  we  deny,  in  fact  and  in 
,  any  right  to  relief.  The  nature  of  the  claim,  its  genuineness, 
!n  contracted,  how  held,  and  the  standing  of  the  holder  to 
ck  the  transfer,  are  all  controvertible. 

Till,  This  transfer  is  dateil  October  5th,  1876.  The  petition 
bankruptcy  was  filed  August  28th,  1878.  nearly  two  years 
rwanls.  The  transfer  is  not  void  by  reason  of  being  within 
periods  of  the  bankrupt  act,  which  avoids  transfers  in  fraud 


572        COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEAIA  [83  Eq. 

Davis  V,  Sullivan. 


of  it.  Rev.  StoL  U.  S.  {lS7o)  §§  51B8,  5129.  These  periods 
were  four  montlis  and  six  months,  afterwards  changed  to  two 
and  three  montlis.  Act  June  22d,  1874, 18  Stat.  1880  ch.  390 
%10. 

But  if  within  the  period,  there  must  have  been  actual  fraud. 
Tiffany  v.  Lucas,  15  Wall.  J^IO. 

The  policy  of  the  bankrupt  act  has  not  been  to  disturb  trans- 
fers preceding  the  periods  mentioned,  and  if  the  assignee  oould 
attack  a  transfer  l)eyond  those  periods  as  against  our  statute  of 

frauds,  he  could,  I  submit,  only  do  it  through  a  judgment  credi- 

tor,  and  not  a  general  creditor.     In  re  CuUinSy  12  N.  B.  R.  S79,.^  * 
Hunt,  J. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

This  is  an  application  to  admit  a  person  as  a  defendant  to         a 
suit  in  chancery  on  the  ground  that  he  obtained  an  interest  in  ttme 
subject  of  litigation  during  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings.  Tl^^is 
j)etitioner  became  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  princip^^al 
defendants  in  the  suit,  tlie  object  of  the  bill  being  to  distribute:^  a 
part  of  the  property  of  such  party  among  a  certain  class  of  creek    It- 
ors,  for  whose  benefit  it  had   been   put  in  trust.     This  decree     ^)f 
bankruptcy,  which  vested  the  property  and  rights  of  the  bacB  t- 
rupt  in  his  assignee,  was  taken  between  the  entering  of  the  decnee 
prt)  ctm/csso  and  the  final  decree  against  the  bankrupt. 

It   is   not    pretended   that  the   bankruptcy  of  this  defendLant 
operated  as  an  al)atcnient  of  this  suit.    It  is  true,  that  the  genera/ 
rule  is  that  where  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  suit  is  obtained 
pendente  lite  by  a  stranger  to  such  suit,  through  the  force  of  gen- 
eral laws,  such  as  assigrmients  in  bankruptcy  and  insolvent  ads^ 
such  stranger  must  be  joined  as  a   party  before  the  proceedings 
can   be  carried   further.     The  distinction   is    l>etween   c:ises  of 
voluntary  alienation  and  ca^cs  of  involuntary  alienation;  in  the 
latter  class  of  cases,  the  assignee  must  be  made  a  party;  in  the 
former,  he  may  or  may  not,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  complaioaDt 
Story's  Eq.  PI.  §   7.^?.     In  Eyster  v.  Gaf,  1  Otto  521,  thisdifr- 
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tinction  appears  to  have  escapc<I  attention^  for  in  it  all  assign- 
ments pendente  lite  are  put  on  a  level,  and  on  that  broad  ground 
it  is  settled  than  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  becoming  such  after 
the  commencement  of  a  suit,  need  not,  of  necessity,  be  joined  as  a 
party.  In  Cleveland  v.  Boerum,  2Jt,  N.  Y.  613,  a  similar  result 
is  reached,  but,  as  it  seems  to  me,  on  far  more  scientific  grounds,, 
it  being  in  that  case  held  that,  as  by  force  of  the  law  of  the 
United  States,  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  can  carry  on  the  suit 
in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt,  when  it  appears  that  he  is  aware 
of  the  pendency  of  a  suit,  his  non-intervention  in  his  own  name 
raises  an  implication  that  he  has  elected  to  waive  his  defence  and 
to  let  the  proceedings  go  to  judgment  in  the  name  of  the  bank- 
rupt. At  all  events,  it  must  be  considered  as  settled  that  a  suit 
is  not  abated  or  stayetl  by  a  defendant  to  such  suit  being  decreed 
a  bankrupt  during  its  progress,  and  that  the  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy will  be  bound  by  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  suoli  suit. 
This  is  the  doctrine  not  only  of  the  cases  cited,  but  also  of  Ester- 
brook  Co.  v.  Aheniy  4-  Stew.  Eq.  3. 

But  while  the  foregoing  doctrine  is  admitted,  it  is  insisted  in 
the  j)resent  case  that  this  assignee  has  a  right  to  be  made  a  party 
to  tiiis  proceeding  by  force  of  the  forty-first  section  of  the  chan- 
cery act.  That  provision  is  to  the  effect  that,  on  verified  petitions, 
persons  who  have  acquired  an  interest  after  the  inception  of  a 
suit,  may  be  let  in  as  parties.  In  construing  this  enactment  in 
G^est  V.  Hewitt,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  ^79,  this  court  decided,  in  sub- 
stance, that  a  petitioner  under  it  must  show  that  he  would*  be 
advantaged  by  being  made  a  party  in  respect  to  the  matter  touch- 
ing which  he  seeks  to  intervene.  In  the  reported  case,  there  had 
been  a  final  decree,  and  the  chancellor  ha<l  refused  to  admit  the 
petitioner  as  a  party,  and  tliat  decision  was  sustained  on  appeal, 
for  the  reason  that  although  the  petitioner  asked  to  be  made  a 
party  so  that  he  might  have  tiie  final  decree  opened,  he  had  laid 
no  ground  in  his  petition  that  could  have  justifietl  such  a  course. 
And  herein  I  find  the  defect  of  the  present  aj)plication.  There 
are  no  sufficient  grounds  suggested  or  shown  for  opening  the 
final  decree  in  this  case.  We  have  seen  that  it  is  settled  that 
the  non-joinder  of  the  petitioner  as  assignee  in  bankruptcy  is  not 
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even  an  irregularity,  and  the  fact  that  the  trust  in  litigation  was 
revoked,  is  of  no  force,  as  such  fact  was  stated  in  the  bill  and  its 
effect  obviated  by  the  statement  of  alleged  contervailing  equities. 
It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  case  presented  in  this  petition 
gives  rise  to  even  a  colorable  equity  as  against  a  result  in  a  suit 
.attained  by  the  usual  methods  and  in  due  course. 

With  respect  to  the  suggestion,  made  here  apparently  for  the 
first  time,  that  this  petitioner  should  have  been  admitted,  so  as  . 
to  enable  him  to  appeal,  if  he  so  desired,  from  the  final  decree,^ 
to  this  court,  the  conclusive  answer  is,  that  his  petition  assign^ 
no  such  purpose.  If  he  had  suggested  such  a  design,  it  is  proba-^ 
ble  that  his  application  would  have  been  granted  by  the  chancel 
lor.  Wiiether  he  could  have  sustained  an  appeal  in  the  face  o- 
a  final  decree  founded  on  a  decree  pj'o  confesso,  is  a  question  n* 
now  before  this  court  for  decit^ion. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  should  be  affirmed. 

Decree  unanimously  affirmed^ 


In  the  matter  of  the  last  will  of  Lucy  H.  Eddy. 

In  an  exceptional  case,  when  strong  and  well-founded  doubts  exist  as  to  the 
mental  capacity  of  a  testatrix,  and  with  respect  to  the  force  and  character  of 
the  influence  under  which  the  testamentary  act  was  performed,  the  caveatora 
are  entitled  to  their  costs  and  rea^^onable  counsel  fees. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  ordinary  reported  in  jBWy*« 
Case,  5  Stew.  Eq.  701. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Vredenburgh  and  Mr.  B.  Williamson,  for  appellants. 

This  is  the  resistance  of  Mrs.  Louisa  Pollock  the  great-niece 
and  the  heir  at  law  of  Lucy  Eddy,  to  the  probate  of  a  paper 
claimed  to  be  her  will,  and  dated  January  19th,  1876.   The  tea- 
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trix  was  a  single  woman,  and  died  in  1870.  She  nas  eighty- 
ree  years  of  age  at  the  making  of  this  paper.     Her  possessions 

1875  were  valued  at  over  $200,000.  A  Miss  Chapman,  a 
ngle  woman  over  forty  yeai*s  of  age,  and  vitv  remotely 
lated  to  testatrix,  obtained  from  her,  by  conveyance,  shortly 
jfore  the  death  of  te^statrix,  property  which  cost  over  $45,000, 
id  by  the  will  in  question,  about  $40,000  more,  making  about 
55,000.  • 

Mrs.  Pollock  and  her  brother  are  given  by  this  paper,  through 
iistees,  the  joint  use,  for  life,  of  a  store  property  in  New  York, 
he  value,  in  1875,  of  Mrs.  Pollock's  share  for  life  was  not  over 
.3,000.  By  the  former  wills  of  testatrix  of  1861  and  1867 
rhile  that  store  property  had  constituted  a  large  proporti(m  of 
e  property  of  testatrix),  she  had  given  that  property  absolutely 

fee  to  Mrs.  Pollock  and  her  brother.  Afterward,  there  was  a 
jry  rapid  increase  of  the  estate  of  testatrix.  Nothwithstanding 
is  great  increase  in  her  estate,  and  notwithstanding  the  great 
ve  that  testatrix  really  had  for  Mrs.  Pollock,  this  will  of  1875 
J  vised  only  the  store  property  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Pollock  and  her 
•other,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  trustees  of  the  Rahway 
ibrary  Association,  thus  restraining  its  alienation  and  stripping 
of  its  real  value  to  Mrs.  Pollock.  This  strange  action,  we 
large,  arose  from  three  causes : 

I.  A  loss  of  mind  and  memory  on  the  part  of  testatrix  of 
ifBcient  extent  to  incapacitate  her  from  duly  retaining  in  her 
emery  the  object  of  her  bounty  and  affection. 

II.  Such  enfeebled  mind  as  existed  in  testatrix,  was  guided  to 
lat  act,  and  led  to  forget  and  to  become  estranged  from  her 
lece  by  the  superior  will  and  management  of  Miss  Chapman, 
ho  excluded  Mrs.  Pollock  and  her  friends  from  the  society  and 
)rapanionship  of  testatrix,  from  motives  of  self-interest  and 
lalice  towards  Mrs.-  Pollock  and  her  husband. 

III.  Testatrix  was  induced  by  Miss  Chapman  to  believe  un- 
mnded  imputations  against  caveator's  husband. 

These  positions  are  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence  in  this 
iuse.     A  word  upon  the  law  of  capacity. 
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I.  The  approved  definition  of  Judge  Washington  in  Den  v.  I  ^. 
Cleve,  as  to  a  disposing  memory,  was  as  follows,  viz. :  "  Waa    ij^ 
capable  of  recollecting  the  property  he  was  about  to  l)equeat2} 
the  manner  of  distributing  it,  and  the  objects  of  his  bounty  ?" 
Testatrix's  capacity  will  not  be  found  to  stand  the  test.     But  the 
most  satisfactory  test  of  testamentary  capacity  is  tlie  capahU'dy  to 
transact  business  with,  sagacity  and  decision,     Glcespin^s  WUI^  11 

C,  E.  Gr,  523  ;  Turner  v.  Hand,  3  WcM,  Jr,  8S ;  Han^ison  v. 
Rowan,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  585 ;  Stevens  v.  Van  Cleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 
Z6S,  S68  ;  Lynch  v.  Qenients,  9  C.  E.  Gr,  431. 

II.  Red  field  ( Vol,  I.  p,  510,  §  J,  and  note)  says  on  this  subject 
that  any  important  abuse  of  tc-jtatrix's  confiilence  in  making  her 
believe  unfoundal  imputations  against  those  entitled  to  her 
bounty,  is  fmudulent,  and  avoids  the  will  that  reflects  it.  Diet- 
rich V.  Dietrich,  5  S,  tSc  R.  207 ;  Nursear  v.  Ai^rwd,  13  S,  d'iJ. 
323 ;  Patterson  v.   Patterson,  6  S.  &  R,  56 ;  Feardon^s  Casej  o 

Ves,  633. 

II r.  As  has  been  stated.  Miss  Chapman's  object  was  two-fold, 
one  to  prejudice  testatrix  against  the  Pollocks  so  as  to  reduce ^rs. 
Pollock's  claims,  the  other  to  make  sure  for  herself  of  the  bounty 
of  testatrix.  Testatrix  was  an  easy  dupe  to  the  calumnies  against 
husband  of  caveator.  If  so,  the  will  should  not  stand.  See 
Redf,  on  Wills  516;  Clark  v.  Fisher,  1  Paige  171. 

Mr.  B,  A,  Vail  and  Mr,  J,  Henry  Stone,  for  respondents. 

I.  The  formal  execution  of  a  will  having  been  proved,  sanity 
is  presumed,  and  the  burden  of  proof  then  shifts  to  caveators. 
HaiTison  v.  Rowan,  3  Wash,  C.  C.  580 ;  Nelson  v.  McGiffert,S 
Barb.  Ch.  158 ;  Jauncey  v.  Thorne,  9  Barb,  Ch,  Jfi  ;  Peebles  v. 
Oise,  2  Bradf,  226 ;  Tamer  v.  Cheeseman,  2  McCart,  2pj ; 
Whitenack  v.  Stryker,  1  Gr,  Ch,  11 ;  Allaire  v.  Allaire,  8  Yr, 
312  ;  Redf,  Am,  Cas,  on  Wilis  29,  30,  and  cases  cited. 

II.  Testamentary  capacity  is  not  a  question  of  age,  simple 
impairment  of  memory  or  bodily  infirmity,  but  of  understand- 
ing.    If  one  understands  the  business  he  is  engaged  in,  recollects 
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IIS  property,  those  whom  he  desires  to  be  the  objects  of  his 
>ounty,  and  the  manner  in  which  his  property  is  to  be  dis- 
ributed,  he  has  the  full  measure  of  capacity  required  to  make  a 
ralid  will.  Harrison  v.  Rowan,  S  Wash.  C.  C,  587 ;  Stevens  v. 
Van  Cleve.y  4-  Wanh.  C,  C.  ^62 ;  Van  Alst  v.  Hunter,  5  Johns. 
Oh,  llfS  ;  Stewards  Exrs.  v.  Lispenard,  26  Wend,  255 ;  Potts  v. 
riousey  6  Ga,  32 Jf ;  Cordrey  v.  Cordrey,  1  HousL  (Dei)  269  ; 
Kinne  v.  Kinne,  9  Conn,  102 ;  Stackliouse  v.  Horton^  2  McCart, 
102 ;  In  re  Ihnnphrexjs  Will,  11  C.  E.  Gr,  513;  8,  C,  affirmed, 
(2  a  E,  Gr,  567 ;  In  re  Wintennute's  Will,  12  C,  E,  Gr.  ^7; 
?.  C  affirmed,  1  Stew.  Eq.  4,37  ;  Han'is  v.  Betson,  1  Stew.  Eq, 
211 ;  Clarh  v.  Eisher,  1  Paige  171 ;  Den  v.  TrumbnU,  2  Zab, 
133 ;  Den  v.  Johnson,  2  SouUi,  454;  S,  F,  Soc.  v.  Hopper,  33 
N.   Y.  619;   Thompson  v.  Keyser,  65  Pa.  St,  368. 

III.  To  prove  testamentary  capacity,  opinions  of  witnesses 
based  upon  facts  within  their  knowledge  are  competent.  Dun- 
ham^ s  A  pp.,  27  Conn.  192, 

And  unprofessional  opinions  of  old  friends  are  more  valuable 
than  opinions  of  experts  of  recent  acquaintance.  Brooke  v. 
Townsend,  7  GiU  10, 

IV.  Where  caveators  attempt  to  defeat  a  will  on  the  ground 
of  undue  influence,  the  burden  of  proof  is  cast  ui)on  them. 
Undue  influence  will  not  be  presumed.  Baldwin  v.  Parker,  99 
Mass.  79 ;  Small  v.  Small,  4  Greenl.  224;  Boyse  v.  Rossborough, 
6  H.  of  L.  Cas.  2 ;  Tyler  v.  Gardiner,  35  N.  Y.  559. 

V.  To  establish  the  presence  of  undue  influence,  there  must 
be  shown,  as  present  and  operating  at  date  of  will — 

(a)  Importunity  incapable  of  being  resisted,  by  reason  of 
weakne&s. 

(6)  Importunity  harassing  the  testator  into  submission, 
(rj)  Importunity  yielded  to  for  the  sake  of  {)eace. 

(d)  Physical  restraint  or  coercion. 

(e)  Threats. 

(/)  False  statements. 

37 
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The  influence  of  affection,  of  kind  offices,  or  even  of  deci^^ot 
persuasion,  will  not  invalidate  a  will.  Influence,  to  be  and  t^^^ 
must  be  a  fraudulent  one,  controlling  the  will,  and  destroying  r5^^ 
agency.  Marshall  v.  Flinrif  4  Jones  (iV.  C.)  199 ;  Eckert  ^• 
Flowry,  43  Pa.  St.  46;  Elliott's  Witt,  ^  J.  J.  Marsh.  Sj^--0; 
Lynch  v.  Clements,  9  C.  E.  Gr.  434. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beaslet,  C.  J. 

With  respect  to  the  principal  feature  of  this  litigation,  I  ag 
with  the  views  expressed  by  the  chancellor,  to  the  effect  that 
writings  propounded  should  be  admitted  to  probate. 

But,  upon  a  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  of  the  case^^  I 
have  been  led  to  the  conclusion  that  there  should  be  a  modifi  ^ca- 
tion of  the  decree,  so  far  as  to  allow  costs  and  counsel  fees  to   ^^e 
contestants.     The  case,  I  think,  is  an  exceptionally  strong  <=9oe 
on  the  side  of  the  caveators.     It  would  serve  no  useful  purp^<we 
to  discuss  the  evidence,  or  even  to  sketch  the  case  in  outline  ;  it 
is  enough  to  say  that  the  circumstanws  were  such  as  necessarf/j 
to  excite  well-founded  doubts  as  to  the  mental  capacity  of  the 
testatrix,  and  as  to  the  force  and  character  of  the  influence  under 
which  the  testamentary  act  in  question  was  performed,  and  thaf, 
therefore,  there  was  plainly  reasonable  cause  for  the  investigation 
induced  at  the  instance  of  these  caveators.     Therefore,  in  my 
opinion,  as  I  have  said,  their  counsel  fees  and  costs  should  be 
given  to  them  out  of  the  estate. 

With  respect  U)  the  amount  of  allowance:  The  investigatioa 
was  necessarily  protracted,  and  related  to  a  subject  of  importance. 
I  think  that  §2,500  should  be  allowed  for  the  services  of  counsel 
in  both  courts,  to<^ether  with  the  costs  of  the  caveators  in  each 
court. 

The  decree  should  be  reversed,  in  order  to  be  modified  in  these 
res[3ects. 

For  affirmance — Depue,  Magie,  Reed,  Van  Syckbl, 
Green — 5. 
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For  reversal — Beasley,  C.  J.,  Dixon,  Knapp,  Pabkeb, 
^^ScuDDEB,  Clement — 6. 


Thomas  W.  Davis,  appellant^ 

V. 

Jacob  F.  Clabk,  respondent. 

1.  The  vendee  of  land  cannot  claim,  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  a  dednctioo  from 
"the  mortgage-monejr,  on  the  ground  that  his  vendor,  who  was  not  the  mort- 
gagor, misstated  the  number  of  acres  of  the  land  conveyed,  and  that  the  ven- 
dor of  such  vendor,  who  was  the  mortgagee  and  complainant,  when  he  sold 
«uch  lands,  made  a  similar  misstatement. 

2.  To  authorize  such  deductions,  the  mortgagee  and  the  owner  must  be 
privies  in  contract. 

3.  A  sold  a  farm  to  B,  misstating  the  number  of  acres,  taking  a  mortgage  for 
part  of  consideration.  B  sold,  making  a  similar  misstatement,  to  C  who  as- 
sumed payment  of  the  mortgage. — Heldy  on  a  foreclosure  by  A,  that  C,  could 
not  set  up  these  facts  in  order  to  offset  his  damages  against  the  mortgage. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Clark 
-V.  Davis,  6  Stew.  Eq,  530. 

Mr.  P.  L.  Voorhees  ayd  Mr.  James  Wilson,  for  appellant. 

I.  The  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed  in  this  case  is  for 
part  of  the  purchase- money  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  con- 
veyed by  the  respondent  as  a  farm  containing  two  hundred  and 
forty-four  acres,  when  in  fact,  and  as  it  was  afterwards  discov- 
ered and  ascertained,  it  only  contained  about  two  hundred  and 
twenty-two  acres. 

II.  The  appellant  is  entitled  to  relief  in  this  case  on  the 
answer  filed  by  him,  without  filing  a  cross-bill.  O^Brien  v.  Hvl- 
fish,  7  a  E.  Gr\  473,  476,  477;  Dayton  v.  Meiick,  12  C.  E. 
Or.  362,  6  Stew.  Eq.  670. 
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III.  The  appellant  is  entitled  to  the  defence  set  up  in  his- 
answer^  and  to  have  the  mortgage  debt  of  the  •resiK)ndeDt  re- 
duced proportionate  to  the  difference  between  the  contents  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  as  represented  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance by  the  respondent,  and  the  true  and  actual  contents  thereof^ 
as  afterwards   ascertained.     1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  §§  i^i,  15^y  156,. 
193 ;  2  Jones  on  Mort  §  1506 ;  Bingham  v.  Bingham,  1  Ves. 
sen,  1^6 ;   Cocking  v.  Pratt,  1  Ves.  sen,  4-00 ;   Calverley  v.  117/-     - 
Hams,  1  Ves,  j an.  JIO  ;  Hill  v.  Buckley,  17  Ves,  Ifil ;   Chnmplin  ^m 
V.  Layton,  6  Paige  189,  18    Wend,  Jfi7 ;  Belknap  v.   Sealey,^^ 
Q  Duer  570  ;   Quesnell  v.   Woodlief,  2  Hen,  &  Munf,  173,  note  ;^ 
Nelson  v.  MatViews,  2  Hen,  &  Munf,  164- ;  Harrison  v.  TaU>ot^^ 
2  Dana  258  ;  Miller  v.  Chetwood,  1  Gr,  Ch,  199  ;  Coder  v.  Mon 
roe  Mfg,  Co,,  1  Gr,  Ch,  ^67  ;  Blair  v.  McDonough,  1  Hal,  CP 
327;   Course  V,   Boyles,  3  Gr,   Ch,  212;  Hopper  y,  Lutkins, 
Gr,   Ch,149;    Waldron  v.  Letjimi,  2  McCart,  126;    WeaH        -». 
Rose,  1  C,  E,   Gr,  290 ;  State  v.  Jersey  City,  6  Vr.  381 ;  Curr^t, 
mins  V.  Wire,  2  Hal.  Ch,   73 ;  Miller  v.  Brolasky,  4  HaL  CTX. 
626,  789,  1  t<toch  806. 

Mr,  M,  P,  Gray  and  Mr,  A.  Browning,  for  respondent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

The  essential  facts  of  this  case  may  be  thus  stated  :  Clark,. 
the  respondent,  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  tract  of  land,  which 
he  sold  and  conveyed  to  one  Josiah  Davis,  taking  from  him  a 
mortgage  for  a  part  of  the  consideration.  Josiah  Dav^is  sold  and 
conveyed  these  same  premises  to  Thomas  W.  Davis,  who  is  the 
appellant,  and  who,  in  part  payment  of  the  price  agreed  on,  as- 
sumeil  this  mortgage.  The  bill  was  for  the  fore<*losure  of  the 
mortgjige  thus  assumed.  Tiie  defence  to  such  proceeding  is 
that  the  quantity  of  land,  in  a  material  degree,  was  misrepre- 
sented, first  on  tiie  side  of  such  land  by  Clark  to  Josiah  Davis, 
and  second,  by  the  latter  on   his  sale  to  the  ap[>ellant,  the  con- 
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tent  ion  being  that,  to  the  extent  of  snch  deficiency,  there  should 
»be  a  rebate  from  the  sum  due  on  the  mortgage. 

But  such  a  contention  has  neither  precedent  nor  principle  to 
Test  upon.  The  flaw  in  the  position  is,  that  there  is  no  privity 
of  contract  between  the  npjxillant  and  the  respondent  touching 
the  quantity  of  land  in  question.  The  effort,  therefore,  is  to 
recoup  the  damages,  as  against  this  mortgage,  arising  from  the 
•breach  of  a  contract  to  which  the  appellant  was  not  a  party,  and 
is  not  a  privy.  If,  in  point  of  fact,  the  respondent,  when  he 
•sold  this  property  to  Jasiah  Davis,  misstated  the  number  of  acres 
contained  in  the  tract,  so  as  to  render  himself  answerable  in  a 
suit,  sach  right  of  action  has  not  passed  to  the  appellant,  by  the 
conveyance  of  the  premises  by  Josiah  to  him,  for  there  is  no 
covenant  in  the  deed,  to  that  effect,  running  with  the  land. 
When  such  covenant  exists,  an  offset  of  the  kind  now  claimed 
may  be  made,  and  such  effect  is  plainly  justifiable,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  as  the  covenant  runs  with  the  land,  it  creates  a  privity 
of  contract  between  the  subsequent  grantee  of  the  premises  and 
the  original  grantor.  Such  was  the  ground  of  decision  in  the 
case  of  Coifter  v.  Monroe  MJg,  Co,,  1  Gr.  Ch.  467,  But,  as 
has  been  said,  such  conventional  relationship  is,  in  the  present 
case,  entirely  wanting.  If  the  respondent  has  broken  his  con- 
tract with  Jo.siah  Davis,  it  is  for  him  to  vindicate  liis  rights,  for 
he  has  never  transferred  to  this  apjK'Ilant  the  right  to  represent 
him  in  this  respect.  For  it  is  confounding  all  legal  ideas  to  as- 
sert that  because  Josiah  Davis,  on  his  part,  has  subsequently,  and 
in  a  completely  independent  transaction,  broken  a  similar  con- 
tract made  with  the  appellant,  that  thereby  a  right  of  action 
accrued  to  the  latter,  not  only  against  Josiah  Davis,  but  likewise 
against  the  grantor  of  Jixsiah  Davis,  with  whom  he  has  no  con- 
nection, by  way  of  stipulation,  either  directly  or  indiiectly.  If 
Josiah  Davis  has  injured  the  appellant,  by  means  of  breaking 
his  contract  or  otherwise,  he  is  answerable  to  him  for  the 
resulting  damage,  but  from  such  liability  it  is  imjwssible  to  de- 
duce a  transfer  by  the  former  of  a  right  of  action  which  he  has 
against  a  third  party.  Besides,  if  such  a  transmission  of  a  cause 
of  action  could,  by  any  possibility,  be  implied,  it  is  obvious  that 
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a  prooeeding  enforcing  such  a  right,  Josiah  Davis  woa]d  be  » 

jcessary  party.  For  if,  id  this  action^  to  which  Josiah  Davis 
i  not  joined,  it  should  be  found  that  the  respondent  had  broken  his 
largain  with  him,  and  if  the  appellant  should  be  permitted  to 
ofiset,  against  the  money  due  on  this  mortgage,  the  damage  so 
resulting,  it  is  undeniable  that  Josiah  Davis  would  not  be  bound  . 
in  any  degree  by  such  a  result,  and  he  would  be  at  liberty,  un-  - 
affected  by  such  decree,  to  prosecute  the  respondent  on  the  sam< 
ground,  for  any  loss  sustained  by  him.  So,  a  decree  in  the  re— 
spondent's  favor  on  the  issue  in  this  suit,  whether  he  violated  hi&^  ^j/ 
agreement  with  Josiah  Davis,  would  be  no  bar  against  an  actiotv^^u 
for  the  same  cause  by  the  latter.  The  attempt  to  invest  die  ^^^^m'n^ 
pellant  with  the  right  claimed  is  not  only  inconsistent  with  co^  <^|.. 
rect  principle,  but  is  full  of  consequential  crudities. 

It  will  be  found,  upon  looking  into  the  authorities,  that 
doctrine  which  prevails  in  equity  by  force  of  which  a  deducti< 
is  allowed  to  be  made  from  the  moneys  due  on  a  mortgage, 
reason  of  damages  having  been  sustained  by  a  deficiency  in 
stipulated  quantity  of  land  conveyed,  is  the  effect  of  theequital 
principle  that  in  a  court  of  chancery  the  vexation  of  a  circi 
of  action,  will  be  obviated  as  far  as  practicable.     Where  the  m< 
gagee  is  liable  to  the  mortgagor  for  damages  in  consequences    of 
the  failure  of  the  land  to  come  up  to  the  represented  acret3ft^, 
an  offset  of  such  damages  will  be  allowed  in  a  foreclosure  €>f  a 
mortgage  given  for  the  price  of  the  land.     In  such  a  situation, 
the  stipulation  as  to  the  number  of  acres  is  an  independent  term 
from  the  stipulation  for  the  payment  of  the  price,  and  the  off- 
set alluded  to  is  made  by  way  of  recoupment  and  in  order  to 
lessen  the  litigation.     It  is  on   this  ground   that  the  decisions 
rest,  xind  no  case  has  been  referred  to,  that  carries  the  doctrine 
beyond  the   point  of  permitting  such  offset  in  cases  in  which 
the  mortgagee   has  a  right   of  action    against  the    mortgagor. 
And  in  this  case  no  such  right  of  action  exists. 

Let  the  decree  be  affirmed. 

Decree  unanimoudy  affirmed. 
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Warren  F.  Fuller,  appellant, 

V. 

Anna  M.  Fuller,  respon^lent. 
Mr.  Theo.  Ryerson  and  Mr.  G.  Collins,  for  appellant 

Mr.  J.  B.  VredenburgK,  for  respondent. 

On  appeal  from  a  decree  founded  on  the  following  findings  of 
Mr.  J.  D.  Bedle,  advisory  master : 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  on  each  side,  is  very  unsatisfactory 
in  many  respects,  yet,  after  a  good  deal  of  examination  and  care, 
I  have  reached  the  following  conehisions : 

1.  That  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  adultery,  and  particularly 
on  September  27th,  1878,  in  Jersey  City,  with  some  person 
unknown. 

2.  That  the  complainant  is  also  guilty  of  adultery,  and  par- 
ticularly with  Margaret  Frauham,  December  1st,  1878,  in  Jer- 
sey City. 

3.  As  to  condonation :  The  inclination  of  my  mind  is,  that 
this  defence  is  sustained,  yet  a  definite  determination  of  it  is  un- 
necessary. 

4.  The  prayer  for  divorce  is  denied,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 

6.  The  complainant  to  pay  the  costs  of  both  sides,  and  de- 
fendant to  have  liberty  to  apply  for  any  order  proper  as  to  coun- 
sel fees,  disbursements  and  alimony  pending  the  suit. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  by  a  husband  against  his  wife  for  a 
divorce,  on  the  ground  of  her  having  committed  the  crime  of 
adultery.     In  her  answer,  the  wife  denied  this  charge,  and  re- 
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criminated  the  husband.  The  master  who  heard  the  case  in  the 
court  of  chancery  advised  a  decree  refusing  the  prayer  of  the 
bill,  putting  his  conclusion  on  the  ground  that,  "after  a  good 
deal  of  examination  and  care,"  he  had  become  satisfied  that  the 
complainant  as  well  as  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  a  viola- 
tion of  their  matrimonial  duty  in  the  respect  alleged.  He,  how- 
ever, says  "  that  the  evidence  on  each  side  is  very  unsatisfactory 
in  many  respects." 

Upon  a  careful  review  of  the  case  in  this  court,  we  have  con- 
cluded that  the  decree  should  be  affirmed,  but  we  place  this 
result  on  the  ground  that  the  principal  testimony  on  each  side  is 
so  untrustworthy,  as  well  on  account  of  the  bad  character  of  the 
witnesses  as  of  the  great  improbability  of  their  narrations,  that  it 
is  not  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  founding  a  conclusion  of  the 
guilt  of  either  the  husband  or  the  wife  of  the  offence  charged. 

Let  the  decree  be  affirmed. 

Decree  unanimously  affirmed. 


Thomas  E.  Allen  et  al.,  appellants, 

V. 

Elias  S.  Williams  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  Where  a  statute  relating  to  drainage  authorized  the  commifssionen  to 
purcha^^e  a  mill  property,  and  such  commissioners,  having  previously  nW"* 
an  assessment  to  meet  the  general  expenses  of  the  scheme,  entered  into  a  con- 
tract to  purchase  under  a  large  penalty ;  and  not  being  in  funds  at  the  day  for 
performance,  in  conseciuence  of  the  non-payment,  in  part,  of  such  assessment, 
advanced  their  own  moneys  to  make  up  such  purchase-money — HHd,  on  bill 
filed,  that  they  were  entitled  to  be  re-imbursed  by  an  equitable  enforcement  of 
such  assessment. 

2.  When  persons  acting  for  others  under  statutory  authority  advance  money* 
in  good  faiih  and  beneficially  for  the  persons  whom  they  represent,  re-im- 
bursement  of  such  moneys  will,  as  a  general  rule,  be  allowed  in  a  court  of 
equity. 
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3.  The  claim  in  this  case  held  to  be  an  equitable  one,  and  one  which,  being 
<<qoi(able,  and  also  for  an  unliquidated  amount,  could  not  be  enforced  by 
snandamus. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  whose  opinion  is 
••eported  in  Williams  v.  Allen,  5  Stew.  Eq,  ^86, 

Mr.  B.  Williamson,  for  appellants. 

Mr,  H,  C.  Fitneijy  for  respondents. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

The  facts  ujwn  which  the  bill  in  this  case  rests  are  fully 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  and  consequently  it  does  " 
not  appear  to  be  necessary  at  this  tirae  to  do  more  than  refer  to 
those  which  seem  to  me  necessary  to  render  perspicuous  the  views 
:about  to  be  expressed  on  the  several  points  raised  in  the  argu- 
ment before  this  court. 

The  object  of  the  bill  is  to  enforce  certain  assessments  that 
were  made  by  the  three  original  commissioners  by  virtue  of  an 
act  entitled  **An  act  to  enable  the  owners  of  swamps  and  marshy 
lands  lying  on  the  upper  Piu*«saicand  its  tributaries,  in  the  counties 
of  Morris  and  Somerset,  to  drain  the  same,"  approved  April  21st, 
1868,  (P.  L.  of  186S  p.  1181).  The  validity  of  this  assessment  is 
not  in  question,  as  it  has  already  been  accredited  by  a  decision  of 
this  court.  Having  made  this  assessment,  these  commissioners 
-entered  into  a  written  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  certiiin  mill 
property,  known  as  Dunn's  mill,  and  therein  bound  themselves, 
in  a  penalty  of  $3,000,  to  pay  for  the  same  within  a  time  stipulated. 
On  a  bill  exhibited  by  the  present  defendants,  calling  in  ques- 
tion the  power  of  these  commissioners  in  this  respect,  the  chan- 
cellor justified  such  exercise  of  authority,  and,  "  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties  in  open  court,  ordered  the  commissioners  to 
hold  such  mill  property*  in  trust  for  the  purposes  of  said  act." 
Prior  to  the  making  of  this  decree,  tha  time  fixed  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  property,  by  the  terms  of  their  contract,  having 
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arrived,  and  not  having  collected  from  the  assessment  before 
mentioned  sufficient  moneys  for  such  indebtedness,  the  commis- 
sioners made  up  the  deficiency  out  of  their  own  resources,  and 
thus  obtained  a  title  for  the  property  in  question.  At  this  stage 
of  these  proceedings,  these  commissioners  were  8ui)erseded  by 
the  appointment  of  their  successors,  and  after  that  event,  the 
statute  under  which  these  proceedings  liad  taken  place  was  re- 
pealed, saving,  however,  all  rights  which  had  been  acquired 
under  it.  It  has  been  already  adjuc^ged  that  afler  this  repealing 
law,  the  right  to  enforce  and  make  assessments  requisite  to  settle 
all  outstanding  legal  liabilities  resided  in  the  new  board  of 
managers.  Two  of  the  original  managers  have  died,  and  the 
complainants  are  the  survivors  and  the  representatives  of  those 
deceased,  their  object  being  to  levy,  through  the  aid  of  the  court 
of  equity,  on  the  lands  originally  assessed  by  them,  so  much  of' 
the  assessment  as  will  be  sufficient  to  re-imburse  them  for  the 
moneys  paid  by  them  out  of  their  private  means  in  the  purchase 
of  the  mill  property  before  mentioned.  These  are  some  of  the 
facts  extracted  from  the  bill,  which  has  been  demurre<i  to. 

The  claim  to  relief  thus  made  is  opposed,  principally,  on  two 
grounds,  the  first  of  these  being,  that  the  advance  of  the  moneys 
of  which  re-imbursement  is  sought  was  a  breach  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  these  managers,  and  consequently  that  they  have  no 
standing  to  ask  for  aid  from  a  court  of  equity.  In  support  of 
this  position,  it  is  insisted  that  the  statute  «in  question  does  not 
confer  u}>on  these  officers  the  right  to  borrow  money,  and  that 
the  exercise  of  such  authority  is  contrary  to  its  spirit  and  policy. 

So  far  as  the  facts  are  concerned,  I  think  this  position  well 
taken,  for  I  can  find  in  none  of  the  provisions  of  this  law,  nor 
in  its  general  object,  any  appearance  of  an  authority  to  resort  to 
loans  for  the  pur})ose  of  carrying  into  effect  the  statutory  scheme. 
The  plan  upon  which  this  improvement  was  to  have  been  made 
is  obviously  based  on  moneys  in  hand  derived  from  assessments, 
and  it  must,  therefore,  be  conceded  that  when  these  officers  paid 
the  consideration,  in  part,  for  these  landa  with  their  own  moneys, 
they  did  an  act  for  which  they  can  point  to  no  authority  in  the 
law  under  which  they  were  acting.     But  it  does  not  follow  from 
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this  concession  that  these  land-owners,  for  whdm  these  complain- 
ants were  agents  in  this  matter,  can  take  to  themselves  the  benefit 
of  thb  purchase  without  paying  for  it.     The  bill  of  complaint^ 
in   this  respect,  alleges  that  these  premises  were  purchased  ''at 
the  wish  and  desire*'  of  these  land-owners,  and  it  was  afterwards- 
decided  in  the  chancery  suit  already  referred  to,  that  such  pur- 
chase was  one  of  the  specified  duties  imposed  on  these  complain- 
ants by  this  statute,  and  by  the  same  clause  it  was  directed,  with 
the  consent  of  these  land-owners,  who  were  defendants  in  that 
suit,  that  the  complainants  should  hold  said  property  in  ''  trust 
for  the  purposes  of  said  act."     When  this  decision  was  made,  the 
moneys  now  in  question  had  been  advanced  by  these  managers,. 
and  when,  therefore,  in  that  position  of  things,  these  defendants 
assented  to  a  decree  which  vested  in  them  the  beneficial  use  of 
these  lands,  it  must  be  inferred  that  they  intended  to  pay  for  it» 
Such  an  assent  must  be  deemed  an  approval,  in  a  most  conclusive 
form,  of  the  entire  transaction  embraced  in  this  purchase.     Nor 
do  I  think  that  in  the  absence  of  such  ratification,  these  com- 
plainants would  have  been  destitute  of  a  right  to  reclaim  these 
moneys.     They  were  officially  bound  to  acquire  this  property, 
and  accordingly  they  entered  into  an  agreement  to  take  the  title 
to  it  in  a  designated   time,  binding  themselves  to  comply  with 
such    contract  under  a  ])enalty  of  $3,000.     This  engagement 
appears  to  have  been  in  all  respects  reasonable,  for  they  had 
already  made  an  assessment  which,  if  paid  in  due  course,  would 
have  put  them  in  possession  of  the  requisite  funds.     These  just 
expectations  were  not  realized,  in  consequence  of  the  default  of 
these  defendants  not  paying  their  quotas  of  the  assessment  in 
question.      The   consequence    was,  that  the   complainants  were 
placed  in  the  dilemma  of  either  losing  the  land,  which  it  was 
their  duty  to  obtain,  and  of  subjecting  their  principals  to  a  heavy 
loss  under  the  penal  clause  in  the  agreement,  or  of  raising  the 
money  out  of  their  private  means.     It  does  not  st^em  to  me  that,. 
in  adopting  the  last  branch  of  this  alternative,  they  acteil  in  a 
manner  that  is  open  to  the  faintest  hostile  criticism.     Such  con- 
duct seems  to  me  not  only  unobjectionable,  but  ])raiseworthy,. 
and  certainly  the  censure  of  those  who,  by  their  failure  to  pay 
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their  just  dues,  had  necessitated  it,  is  entitled  to  no  consideration.^ 
These  payments  can  hardly  be  called  voluntary,  for  they  wer^ 
made  under  the  constraint  of  an  unexpected  emergency.     The^ 
were  plainly  beneficial  to  the  body  of  persons  represented  b^ 
these  managers,  and  moneys  expended    under  such  conditioi^ 
can,  npon  the  ordinary  principles  of  equity,  be  reclaimed  by  t^^ 
agent  making  such  outlay.     Such  is  the  rule  often  exemplifi.^ 
in  the  dealings  of  courts  of  equity  with  the  accounts  of  trustes?-*^ 
In  that  particular,  the  doctrine  is,  that  all  disbursements  wh   5^ 
the  court,  on  application,  would  have  sanctioned,  will  be  aiBrr^;::!^ 
if  the  trustee  makes  them  without  order,  and  that  exi>endittji^ 
for  the  good  of  the  estate  will,  under  any  ordinary  circumstances 
be  allowed  to  him.     In  Gibson   v.  BoU,  7  Ve%.  150^  the  oourt 
said  it  would  protect  an  executor  in  trust  in  doing,  without  an 
order,  what  it  would  order  him    to  do.     The  following  casee 
exhibit  other  applications  of  the  principle:    Fountaine  v.  PeM^ 
1  Ve%.  31,3  ;  Marry  v.  De  Rottetiham,  6  Johns.  Ch.  52;  Maiheta 
V.  Dragandy  S  Desauss,  ?5;  Altemus  v.  Ellioti,  2  Barr  62,    The 
present  case,  with  respect  to  the  matter  now  in  hand,  calls  for  a 
settlement  founded  on  a  principle  quite  as  liberal  as  is  this  equi- 
table doctrine.     The  disbursement  in  question  was  constrained  bv 
the  default  of  the  persons  who  now  except  to  its  enforcement, 
while,  at  the  same  time,  they  have  accepted  its  benefits;  it  was 
made  in  gowl  faith,  by  statutory  officers,  in  behalf  of  those  whcne 
interests  had  been  confided  to  their  keeping,  and   it  would  be 
strange  indeed  if  such  circumstances  would  not  lay,  in  a  court 
of  equity,  a  claim  for  repayment. 

In  connection  with  the  act  of  .the  complainants  in  purchasing 
this  mill  property,  their  subsequent  conduct  with  respect  to  it 
was  stront'lv  condemned  bv  the  counsel  of  the  defendants,  ia  his 
argument  before  this  c<jurt.  The  part  of  such  conduct  that  was 
deemed  objectionable  was  the  act  of  the  complainants  in  dealing 
with  this  property  after  the  expiration  of  their  own  term  of  office, 
and  after  the  appointment  of  their  successors.  After  theseevents, 
what  the  complainants  did  was  this,  they  tore  down  the  mill-dam 
and  sold  the  mill  thus  mutilated;  it  is  urged  that,  being  out  of 
office,  this  was  a  gross  breach  of  trust.     But  this,  it  seems  to 
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me,  is  not  a  feature  that  will  injuriously  affect  these  complain- 
ants'  right  to  a  standing  iu  equity,  and  it  is  that  right  alone 
that,  on  this  demurrer,  is  drawn  in  question.  Grant  that  it 
be  true  that  these  managers  have  despoiled  and  squandereil 
the  trust  estate,  how  does  it  follow  that  from  such  an  incident, 
they  will  lose  their  lien  on  the  assessment  in  que^^tion,  if  they 
L^n  show,  after  all  deductions  for  mistakes  or  misconduct  iu 
r^ard  to  the  property  that  was  in  their  hands,  the  balance  is 
ill  their  favor?  At  the  present  time  this  court  is  not  called  upon 
to  decide  whether  or  not  there  has  been  any  abuse  of  their  author- 
ity  on  the  part  of  these  complainants;  that  is  a  matter  that  will 
be  Milled  in  the  progress  of  this  cause.  I  can  see  no  solidity 
in  the  contention  that,  because  of  the  misconduct  of  thi'se  agents, 
they  have  forfeited  all  claim  to  enforce  this  lien,  no  matter  what 
tlie  amount  of  the  loss  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  may  be  relatively 
to  the  disbursements  by  their  trustees.  If  the  latter  amount 
exceeds  the  former,  the  coni{)lainants,  in  my  opinion,  have  a  rigiit 
to  have  such  difltTence  niised  by  means  of  the  assessment  iu 
question,  in  their  favor,  by  the  court  of  equity. 

The  remaining  objection  to  the  right  to  exhibit  this  bill  con- 
sists of  the  |)osition  that  the  complainants  have  an  adequate  and 
easy  remedy  at  law,  by  a  inandamusj  to  compel  the  present  man- 
agers to  raise  by  sale,  under  the  original  assessment,  the  moneys 
in  question.  But  even  on  the  assumption  that  the  complainants' 
rights  could  have  b^n  effectuated  by  the  pnn^ess  indicated,  it 
does  not  foHow  that  such  process  must,  of  necessity,  be  resorted 
to.  The  test  of  the  right  of  the  cc>mplainant8  to  pursue  their 
present  course  of  law,  is  the  consideration  whether  the  subject 
matter  of  the  litigation  is,  from  its  inherent  nature,  of  equitable 
cognizance,  for  if  this  be  so,  such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  ouste<l 
by  the  fact  that  a  commcm  law  remedy  to  enforce  such  right  also 
exists.  And  that  this  particular  matter  now  in  cM)ntroversy  is 
of  equitable  cognizance,  appeal's  to  me  very  plain.  An  action 
in  a  common  law  court  would  not  have  lain  for  these  moneys. 
It  is  not  a  claim  in  personam,  but  in  rem,  for  the  statute  authorizing 
this  procedure  does  not  make  these  defendants  personally  liable, 
but  imposes  the  burthen  of  the  cost  of  the  improvement  on  a 


i90         COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS.  [33  Eq. 

Allen  r.  Williams. 

definite  portion  of  their  lands.     Also,  the  demand  for  the  monqr  ^ 
advanced  by  those  managers  has  the  qualities,  not  of  a  legal,  bc^;: 
of  a  conscionable  right.     Its  elements  are  these :  by  the  purchat^ 
of  this  mill  property,  the  vendor  of  such  property  became  vest^^ 
with  a  lien  in  equity  upon  the  lands  of  the  defendants,  embrac^^ 
in  the  assessment,  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  consideratic 
money,  and  when  the  complainants  paid  that  money  in  ease,  a 
for  the  benefit  of,  the  defendants,  and  in  a  due  discharge  of  tL 
official  duty,  they,  by  that  act,  became  entitled  to  be  subroga 
to  the  rights  of  suit  for  and  in  such  security ;  and  the  righ^  tc 
this  subrogation  is  plainly  cognizable  in  a  court  of  chancery.       J 
am  not  aware  that  such  a  right  could  be  executed  under  the  (owtos 
of  a  court  of  common  law.     That  it  could  not  have  eflect  giveo 
to  it  by  the  proc^ess  of  mandamus j  seems  very  evident     If  lie 
right  to  subrogation  was  a  legal  right,  and  the  amount  of  the  com- 
plainants' claim  was  not  in  dispute,  then,  indeed,  an  onler  from 
the  supreme  court  contained  in  its  prerogative  writ,  might  weli 
go  to  the  present  commissioners  to  raise  such  definite  amouotbr 
enforcing  the  assessment.     But,  as  has  been  said,  subrogation  is 
an  equitable  contrivance,  and  the  amount  of  the  claim  issofiir 
from  being  admitted,  that,  as  we  have  seen,  the  defendants  insist 
that  deductions,  to  an  unascertained  extent,  must  be  made  from 
the  moneys  advanced  by  these  raanagei's.      Jn   proceedings  or 
iiuinddmuiiy  how  could  such  questions  be  settled  ?     There  seen 
to  be  no  precedent  for  such  an  attempt,  and  it  is  altogether  incc 
sistent  with   tlie  nature  of  the  reme<ly,  which  is  only  appo 
when  the  duty  the  performance  of  which  is  sought  to  be  enjoi 
is  of  a  fixed  and  definite  character.     I  know  of  no  instan 
which  a  mandamus  has  been  issued  for  the  purpose  of  raisi 
unliquidateil  amount  of  money.     In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  ' 
J  y.   B.  887 y  894-^  it  was  explicitly  decided  that  a  mav 
would  "  not  go  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  not  ascertained 
For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  decree  appealed  from  sV 
afiirmed. 

Decree  unanimously  aj[ 


<;  Stew.]  MARCH  TERM,  1881.  591 


Cubberly  r.  Ciibberly. 


Samuel  D.  Cubberly,  appellant, 

r. 
James  D.  Cubberly  et  al.,  respondents. 

A  third  person  may  maintain  a  suit  to  enforce  a  promise  made,  on  a  lavrful 
consideration,  for  his  benefit,  and  the  promisee  is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
F^nchsuit 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Chancellor,  reported  in  Cub- 
f>erly  v.  Cubberly,  6  Stew.  Eq,  8:^. 

Mr.  Chilion  JRobbinSy  for  appellant. 

Mary  M.  Danser,  of  New  York,  made  her  will  about  Decera- 

%jer  13th,  1876,  by  which  she  bequeathed  and  devised  a  large 

-siroount  of  property  to  various  persons  and  institutions.     The 

"will  contained  a  residuary  clause,  giving  her  executor  power  to 

<li8tribute  the  residue  of  her  estate,  after  satisfying  her  special 

clevises  and  bequests,  "  to  such  charitable  or  religious  societies  or 

^associations  and  corponttions,  or  for  such  other  benevolent  pui- 

{)06es,  as  he  may  see  fit." 

Mary  M.  Danser  died  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  February, 
1877,  without  revoking  or  altering  her  will.  She  left  no  lineal 
^lescendants.  Her  next  of  kin  were  Smith  J.  Danser,  of  Day- 
ton, Ohio,  who  was  her  uncle;  Mrs.  Mary  Golder,  of  New 
York  city,  and  Mrs.  Susan  S.  Robinson,  of  New  Bedfonl,  Mass., 
who  were  her  aunts.  Her  next  of  kin  were  entitled,  at  hei* 
ileath,  to  all  of  her  estate  not  disposed  of  by  her  will.  The 
complainants  and  defendant  and  Alex.  H.  Cubberly  are  chil- 
dren of  Lucy  A.  Cubl)erly,  who  was,  in  her  lifetime,  an  aunt 
of  the  testatrix,  and  are  therefore  first  cousins  of  the  testatrix. 
The  will  was  offered  for  probate  in  February,  1877,  before  the 
surrogate  of  New  York  county.  Its  admission  to  probate  was 
contested  by  Smith  J.  Danser  and  others.  So  far  as  appears 
by  the  bill,  these  parties  contestant  never  withdrew  their  oppo- 
sition till  the  matter  was  finally  compromised. 
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"  Whilst  these  legal  prtH^edings  were  pendingy  and  wiih 
knowledge"  &c,j  Samuel  D.  Cubberly  'Mid  then  and  there 
resent  and  tell  to  the  said  Mar\'  A.  Golder  and  Francis  S.  Av< 

« 

that  the  said  Smith  J.  Dauser  had  given  up  all  hopes  of  suocz:^ 
in  said  legal  proceedings,  and   had  aliandcmed  the  same  and 
turned  to  his  home  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  all  of  which  was  nnt^r- 
and  was  known  to  him  to  be  untrue  at  the  time/* 

The  defendant  projKKsed  that  Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Robii^  s« 
''should  give  to  liim  a  i>ower  of  attorney  authorizing  him  to^ai 
such  steps  as  he  might  see  fit  to  recover  any  interest  said  M  •  i 
G.  and  S.  S.  R.  mijrht  have  in  the  estate  of  the  s:iid  Manr  Jf. 
Danser,  decease<l,  other  than  sj^ecific  legacies,  and  to  do  e^eiy^ 
thing  necessan-  an<l  proper  thereto  ;  that  they  should  give   liim 
one-half  of  all  such  interest  that  might  be  recoveretl,  and  tint 
he  should  pay  all  the  costs,  fees  and  expenses  of  such  measarw 
as  he  might  undertake  in  pursuance  thereof/'     This  pn»|)05ition 
wa^  at  that  time  (March,  1877)  rejected.     It  was  repeated  at 
different  times,  and  finally  accepteil. 

Thi'  contest  over  the  will  was  conipromise<I  September  20th, 
1877,  the  will  a<imittiil  to  probate,  anil  the  residuary  claa^  de- 
creed to  Ik.*  null  and  void.     The  effect  of  this  was  to  distribute 
the  residue  of  the  estate  to  the  next   of  kin  of  the  testatrix 
above    named.     The   said  Golder  and  Robin^^n  each  ret<ive< 
out  of  the  fund  so  distributed  al)out  S76,000,  and  that  each  or 
of  them  paid  to  the  defendant  S38.0(X»,  thus  giving  him  $76,0C 
The  complainants  each  claim  one-fifth  of  this,  after  detluct' 
from  the  whole  sum  the  iX-eSy  costs  and  expenses  jiaid  by  the 
fendant  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 

The  foundation  of  their  claim  is  the  above-alleged  agree 
and  promise  of  the  defendant  to  divide  with  them. 

I.  The  responsibility  (»f  the  dt^femlant  to  the  ct)mplaina 
any,  aristji  »oiefy  from  thr  affrcemeut  above  stated. 

It  is  admitted  that  *'  if  one  jn^rson  make  a  promise  to  ? 
on  lawful  consideration,  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  persf 
third  |>erson  may  maintain  an  action,  even  at  law,  upon 

But  this  case  cjinnot  be  ruled  by  that  principle. 

In  this  case,  the  maxim  e.r  ddo  malo  non  oritur  actio 
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plies.  Broom^a  Max.  702  ;  State  v.  Thatcher,  6  Vr.  44^ ;  Ntcli- 
ol8on  V.  Gooch,  o  E.  &  J5.  999 ;  Tivaz  v.  Nicholls,  2  M.  O.  & 
S.  600. 

II.  That  the  complainants  might  have  set  up  a  case  which, 
leaving  out  the  statement  of  the  false  pretence,  would  not  have 
been  lial)le  to  demurrer,  makes  no  difference.  The  defendant, 
in  case  of  such  omission,  might  have  set  it  up  by  plea  or  intro- 
duced it  in  evidence,  when  the  result  would  have  been  the  same 
as  if  it  had  been  stated  in  the  bill. 

The  rule  that  no  man  shall  set  up  his  own  iniquity  as  a  de- 
fence is  never  applied  where  the  rights  of  third  parties  are  to  Ije 
aiiFected.  Hooper  v.  Lane,  0  H.  of  L.  Cases  44^Jy  ^61 ;  Smith  v. 
Hvhbsy  10  Me.  71 ;  Cowles  v.  Bacoriy  21  Conn.  Ifio  ;  NeUis  v. 
CUirk,  20  Wend.  21^. 

The  defendant  has  done  right  in  demurring.  A  man  is  not 
justified  in  omitting  to  demur  to  a  bill,  even  if  fraud  is  charged, 
against  which  he  desires  to  answer.  Nesbit  v.  Bevridge,  9  Jur. 
{N.  S.)  lOU;  Miff.  PL  128;  Broom's  Max.  1^9;  2  Dan.  Ch. 
Pr.  1399. 

III.  The  defrauded  parties,  Mrs.  Golder  and  Mrs.  Robinson, 
have  the  right  to  rescind  the  agreement  and  recover  back  the 
money  paid  the  defendant,  upon  the  ground  of  gross  fraud. 
Kerr  on  F.  &  M.  296  d-c. ;  Pearsall  v.  Chapin,  44  -P«-  St.  9. 

The  bill  nowhere  states  that  they,  knowing  of  the  fraud,  have 
confirmed  or  acquiesced  in  the  contract;  this  must  fully  appear, 
or  their  right  to  avoid  the  agreement  and  proceed  against  tlie 
defendant  is  unaffected.  Pearsall  v.  Chapin,  sup.;  Ketr  on  F. 
d:  M.  295,  300,  309,  and  cases  cited  ;  Add.  on  Con.  §§  I4U, 
1410 ;  Bishop  on  Con.  §§  203,  205;  Thurston  v.  Blanchard,  ?? 
Pick.  18 ;  Stevens  v.  Austin,  1  Mete.  567 ;  Huguenin  v.  Basel  if, 
14  Ves.  273 ;  Bridgman  v.  Green,  Wilm.  Judg.  58;  Reynolds 
v.  Rochester,  4  Tnd.  4^^' 

IV.  The  complainants  are  equally  guilty  with  the  defendant 
in  the  fraud  charged.     It  was  held    in  Lincoln  v.    Claflin,  7 

Wall.  132,  that  the  subsequent  participation  by  a  person  in  a 

38 
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fraud  and  its  fruits  was  as  effectual  to  charge  him  as  preconcert 
and  combinatiou  for  its  execution. 

So  a  person  is  innocent  of  a  fraud  only  so  long  as  he  does  not 
insist  upon  deriving  any  benefit  from  it.  When  he  does  so  insist, 
he  at  once  becomes  a  party  to  the  fraud.  jSdiolefield  v.  Tonpfer, 
Johns.  (Eng.)  Ch.  155;  1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  §  19S ;  HaHoffs, 
Hartoff,  21  Beav.  259;  Robaon  v.  Oofze,  1  Doug.  228;  PtfffU 
V.  MaJther,  4.  Wend.  261 ;  BuHis  v.  Tisdall,  ^  Barb.  571. 

Wliere  several  are  concerned  in  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  a 

third  person,  equity  will  not  afford  them  relief  as  against  one 

another.     Bolt  v.  Rogere^  3  Paige  154,  /   Odenheimcr  v.  jffarwon, 

4  McLean  4^7 ;  Van  Dor  en  v.  Staats,  2  Pen.  887 ;  Gregorys. 

Wilson y  7  Vr.  315.  And  this  is  so  even  tliough  the  greater 
fraud  may  be  on  one  side  or  the  other.     Bolt  v.  Rogers^  gap.; 

NeUis  v.  Clark,  20  Wend.  24. 

When  once  a  fraud  has  been  committed,  no  one  can  derive  any 
beneGt  from  it,  except  it  be  an  innocent  person  who  subsequently 
acquires  an  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  fraud,  and  from 
whom  some  consideration  passes.  In  such  cases,  and  when  it  can 
be  done,  such  innocent  persons  are  made  whole.  ScholefUld  x. 
Templer,  sup.;  Prero  v.  Walters ,  4  Scam.  35. 

The  rule  that  where  the  fraudulent  transaction  has  been  com- 
pleted, and  the  money  received  by  one  wrong-doer,  an  action  will 
lie  against  him  in  favor  of  any  other  one  of  the  wrong-doers,  for 
his  share,  is  not  in  force  in  this  state.  Todd  v.  Rafferty,  3  Slew. 
Eq.  254  ;  Watscm  v.  Murray,  8  C.  E.  Gr.  257 ;  Gregai^  v.  M- 
son,  7  Vr.  320. 

V.  Courts  do  not  sit  to  divide  up  the  fruits  of  fraud,  not  even 
upon  the  application  of  a  person  to  whom  the  money  in  part  be- 
longs, who  is  innocent  of  the  fraud,  and  especially  if  such  person 
would  be  liable  to  the  party  defrauded  for  the  share  received  by 
him.  Ihdd  v.  R({ffcrty,  3  Stew.  Eq.  254;  Gregory  v.  Tf'i/son,? 
Vr.  315  ;    Watson  v.  Murray,  8  C.  E.  Gr.  257 ;    Van  Dorm  v. 

Staats,2  Pen,  887  ;  see,  also.  Price  v.  Polluck,  8  Vr.  44;  Ofiurcii 
v.  Muir,  4  Vr.  318. 

VI.  If  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  any  relief  at  all,  Mis, 
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jolder  and  Mrs.  Robinson  are  necessary  parties,  either  com- 
>lainants  or  defendants,  to  this  suit. 

If  the  arguments  on  which  the  defendants  rely  may  be  rescinde<l 
)y  the  parties  defrauded,  and  they  may  proceed  at  law  or  in 
equity  to  establish  their  rights  against  the  defendant,  or  any  who 
nay  take  through  him,  then  the  necessity  of  their  being  joined 
n  and  concluded  by  tins  suit  is  at  once  apparent.  The  rights  of  the 
)arties  concerned  cannot  be  settled  and  protected,  and  complete 
justice  done,  in  their  absence.  Hicks  v.  Campbelly  4-  CI  E,  Gr, 
183;  Irick  v.  Blacky  2  C.  E.  Gr.  189;  Keller  v.  jKeSc?-,  3  Stock. 
IS8. 

Mr.  E.  L.  Gampbelly  for  respondents. 

I.  Neither  Mary  Ann  Golder,  Susan  8.  Robinson  nor  Frances 
r.  Avery  had  any  interest  iu  the  money  for  which  the  respond- 
ents bring  suit.  So  far  as  they  are  concerned,  the  agreement  is 
jxecuted,  and  no  injury  to  them  is  alleged  or  indicated.  Mrs. 
A.very  was  a  mere  attorney  in  fact.  1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  (11th  ed.) 
?02,  208 y  and  cases ;  Sherwood  v.  Andrews,  2  Alien  79. 

II.  Even  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  bill  alleges  that  they  still 
lurpose  we  shall  have  the  money ;  this,  if  material,  is  part  of 
)ur  bill  to  be  proved,  and  necessarily  by  them  as  witnesses. 

III.  The  bill  sets  out  a  "  trust"  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
ixecute.  WiL  Eq.  Jur.  ^4-^3;  Eaton  v.  Cook^  10  C.  E.  Gr:  66; 
Day  v.  Roth,  18  N.  Y.  U^ ;  Foot  v.  Foot,  68  Barb.  268. 

IV.  The  bill  presents  a  case  of  "  account,"  of  which  a  court  of 
iquity  will  take  jurisdiction.  1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  44^y  469,  469  a, 
md  cases ;  3  Black.  Com.  164» 

V.  The  bill  sets  out  a  case  of  equitable  jurisdiction  on  the 
ground  of  /*  discovery."  1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  690,  691,  and  notes  ; 
2  Id.  1483,  1488,  1489. 

VI.  The  bill  presents  a  case  of  equitable  jurisdiction  on  the 
jround  of  "  fraud."     1  Story  Eq.  Jur.  184,  ^86. 
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Perrine  v.  Vreeland. 

rbe  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

The  points  argued  before  this  court  are  the  same  questions 
presented  for  consideration  in  the  court  of  chancery ;  and  being 
of  opinion  that  the  case,  in  such  respects^  was  properly  disposed 
of^  I  shall  vote  to  affirm  the  decree. 

Decree  unanimoudy  affirmd* 


Mary  M.  Perrine,  administratrix  of  estate  of  William  Vree- 
land, deceased,  appellant, 

V, 

« 

•  Peter  V.  B.  Vreeland  et  al.,  respondents. 

On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Per- 
rine V.  Vreelandy  6  Stew,  Eq.  102. 

Mr,  S.  B,  Ransom,  for  appellant. 

Messrs,  BenUey  &  Hartshoi-ne,  for  respondents. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Beasley,  C.  J. 

The  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  reasons  for  the  conclosioD 
embodied  in  the  decree  appealed  from,  are  fully  stated  in  tftc 
opinion  of  the  chancellor ;  and  as  I  entirely  concur  in  the  views 
thus  expressed,  I  shall  vote  to  affirm  that  decree,  on  the  grounds 

thus  stated. 

Decree  unanimoudy  affirmed. 


i 
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William  B.  Richardson,  appellant, 

V, 

James  M.  Peacock,  respondent. 

Defendant  sold  to  complainant  the  fixtures  and  good  will  of  a  buRincflH  which 
largely  consisted  in  purchasing  poultry  in  designated  districts,  and  shipping  it 
to  New  York  for  sale;  and  also  covenanted  with  complainant  that  he  would 
not,  at  any  time,  send  or  ship  to  New  York  any  poultry  coming  from  those 
districts.  Afterwards,  he  engjiged  in  New  York  in  the  sale  of  poultry  on  com- 
mission, ordering  all  his  supplies  to  he  8hip|)ed  from  thone  districts,  sometimes 
in  advance  of  his  sales,  sometimes  to  fill  contracts  of  sale  previously  made. — 
Heldy  that  in  so  doing  he  was  violating  his  covenant,  and  should  be  restrained. 


On  ap|>eal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Rich- 
<irdgon  V.  Peacock,  1  Stew,  Eq,  151, 

Messrs,  A.  C.  Scovel  and  P.  L,  Voorhees,  for  appellant. 

I.  The  said  James  M.  Peacock,  notwithstanding  the  cov- 
enant entered  into  by  him  in  the  pleadings  in  this  case  men- 
tioned and  referred  to,  before  and  at  the  time  the  injunction  in 
this  case  was  served  upon  him,  had  the  right  to  carry  on  the 
business  in  wliich  he  was  then  engaged  in  tlie  city  of  New  York, 
to  wit,  the  business  of  selling  poultry  on  commission  for  such 
persons  as  would  ship  or  send  poultry  to  him  to  sell  for  them  on 
commission. 

II.  In  selling  poultry  as  a  commission  merchant  or  agent 
of  others  who  sent  and  shipped  their  poultry  to  said  Peacock  at 
New  York  city,  to  sell  for  them  on  commission,  he,  the  said 
Peacock,  did  not,  in  any  way  or  manner,  violate  his  said  oove- 
Jiant. 

III.  The  said  Peacock,  notwithstanding  said  covenant,  has 
the  right  to  carry  on  the  business  in  the  pleadings  and  evi- 
dence in  this  cause  mentioned  and  described,  and  which  was 
•carried  on  ^j  him  at  the  time  when  the  bill  in  said  cause  was 
£led. 
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Mr.  S.  JET.  Ghreyy  for  respondent 

I.  The  covenant  between  Richardson  and  Peacock,  upon 
which  the  bill  was  filed,  was  a  valid  contract.  Mitchell  v.  Bey- 
nolds,  1  P.  Wni8.  181 ;  Hitchcock  v.  Coker,  6  Ad.  &  EU.  439  r 
Pilkinton  v.  Scott,  15  M.  &  W.  657 ;  Rosa  v.  Sadgbeer,  21 
Wend.  167  ;  Homer  v.  Greaves^  7  Bing.  786 ;  ChappeU  v.  Bracks 
toay,  21  Wend.  163;  Whittaker  v.  Howe,  S  Beav.  S8S ;  Duffy 
V.  Shockey,  11  Ind.  71 ;  Gale  v.  Reed,  8  East  86. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Dixon,  J. 

This  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  violating 
his  covenant. 

It  appears  that  up  to  November  14thy  1863,  the  defendant 
was  engaged  in  the  poultry  business  at  No.  121  South  street, 
Philadelphia,  which  was  carried  on  by  his  purchasing  poultry  in 
the  counties  of  Salem,  Cumberland,  Camden  and  Gloucester,  in 
this  state,  and  in  South  street,  for  certain  persons  in  New  York 
and  Washington,  to  whom  he  sent  it,  at  a  commission  of  ten  per 
cent.,  and  by  his  making  similar  purchases  for  himself,  and 
shipping  to  commission  merchants  in  New  York  or  Washington, 
for  sale  on  his  own  account,  at  a  commission  to  them  of  five  per 
cent.  This  business,  with  the  fixtures  and  good  will,  the  de- 
fendant  sold  to  the  complainant,  on  the  date  mentioned,  for 
$2,000 ;  and  he  likewise  covenanted  with  complainant  that  he 
would  not  at  any  time  send  or  ship  any  poultry  coming  frook 
said  counties  or  South  street,  to  either  New  York  or  Washing- 
ton ;  and  that  he  would  not  ship  any  poultry  to  said  cities  so 
that  the  same  might  in  any  way  interfere  with  or  prejudice  the 
business  he  sold  out.  This  is  the  covenant  which  it  is  claimed 
he  has  broken. 

The  case  is  not  one  of  a  mere  implied  contract,  growing  out 
of  a  gale  of  the  good  will  of  a  business.  Such  a  sale,  without 
more,  while  it  does  not  prevent  the  vendor  from  carrying  on  a 
similar  business,  and,  perhaps,  dealing  with  the  old  customers^ 
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will  prevent  his  soliciting  the  old  customers  by  any  means  other 
than  the  general  advertisement  of  his  business.  Lnbouchere  v. 
Lataaon,  L.  R,  {13  Eq,  Cos.)  322 ;  Leggott  v.  Barrett,  L.  R.  {IS 
Ch.  Div.)  306. 

But  here  there  is  an  express  covenant,  the  binding  force  of 
which  is  not  impugned  by  the  defendant,  and  the  sole  question 
is  whether  it  has  been  violated. 

The  defendant  admits  that  at  the  filing  of  the  bill  he  was 
engaged  as  a  commission  merchant  in  the  poultry  business  in 
New  York  city ;  that  he  had  but  five  consignors,  one  stationed 
in  South  street,  Philadelphia,  one  in  Gloucester  county,  and 
three  in  Salem  county;  that  his  business  consiste<l  in  making 
sales  of  poultry  in  New  York,  and  ordering  tliese  parties  to  ship 
to  the  purchasers  what  was  required  to  fill  his  contracts,  and 
also  in  receiving  such  poultry  as  they  might  ship  to  him  in  New 
York,  and  selling  it  for  them;  and  in  either  case,  his  compen- 
sation was  a  commission  on  the  price. 

We  think  this  was  in  violation  of  his  covenant.  True,  he  did 
not  personally  ship  or  send  the  poultry  which  he  had  agreed  not 
to  ship  or  send,  but  he  ordered  and  procured  it  to  be  shipped 
and  sent,  for  his  own  gain,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  lessen  the 
opportunities  for  profit  which  the  complainant  might  otherwise 
have  enjoyed  in  his  business.  It  is  not  as  if  the  defendant  had 
simply  established  himself  in  the  poultry  commission  busi* 
ness  in  New  York,  and  there  had  sold  whatever  was  sent 
him,  although,  included  in  it,  had  been  poultry  coming 
from  the  interdicted  territory;  but  the  fact  is,  that  his  whole 
business  in  New  York  rested  u|)on  his  procuring  shipments  from 
this  territory,  and  he  actively  solicited  and  caused  such  ship- 
ments to  be  made. 

These  transactions  were  plainly  prohibited  by  the  terms  of  his 
bargain,  and  the  chancellor  rightly  decreed  that  he  should  be 
restrained. 

Decree  unanimously  affirmed. 
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Charles  Pinnell,  appellant, 

V. 

Adonijau  S.  Boyd  et  aL,  res[)ondent8. 

Where  the  mortgagor  and  the  second  mortgagee  have  a  right  to  set  ap  the 
defence  of  iiHury  against  the  iirKt  mortgage,  a  sheriff,  selling  the  land  oo  fore- 
closure  of  the  second  mortgage,  does  not,  by  conveying  subject  to  the  fint 
mortgage,  deprive  the  purchaser  of  the  right  to  set  up  the  same  defence.  The 
sheriff  has  no  power  to  waive  the  usury. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  advised  by  the  vice-chanoellor,  and 
reporte<l  in  Pinnell  v.  Boyd,  6  ^iew,  Eq.  190. 

Mr.  S.  B.  Ransom,  for  appellant. 

I.  The  appellant,  Adonijah  S.  Boyd,  the  defendant  below,  was 
a  second  mortgagee.  He  foreclosed  his  mortgage,  to  pay  which 
the  premises  were  sold  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Hudson. 
The  respondent,  the  complainant  below,  was  not  made  a  party  in 
that  suit.  Boyd  purchased  the  premises  under  his  own  foreclo- 
sure sale.  So  he  not  only  acquired  title  under  a  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  subsequent  to  that  of  the  respondent,  but  he  was  Uie 
mortgagee  who  held  the  mortgage  under  which  he  acquired  bis 
title. 

It  is  not  allegeil  or  pretended  in  the  bill  that  the  appellan 
took  his  mortgage  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  respondent's  mortgage.^ 
It  does  not  in  any  way  appear  that  respondent's  mortgage  was  i 
any  way  referred  to  by  the  mortgagor  when   he  executed  the 
mortgage  to  Mr.  lioyd.     Brolasky  v.  Miller,  1  Stock.  807. 

II.  The  defendant*  below,  the  appellants  here,  are  not,  by 
reason  of  anv  averments  in  the  bill  and  admissions  made  in  their 
answer,  precluded  from  setting  up  usury  against  the  complain- 
ant's mortgage.  Dolman  v.  Cook,  1  McCart.  68 ;  Brolashf  v. 
Miller,  J  Stock.  8U;  Conover  v.  HobaH,  9  C.  E.  Or.  ISS ;  Lk 
V.  Stiger,  S  Slew.  Eq.  610. 
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III.  The  answer  does  not  admit  that  Boyd  purchased  the 
premises  subject  to  Pinnell's  mortgage. 

IV.  The  vice-chancellor  says:  "Even  if  it  were  possible  to  so 
read  the  answer  in  this  case  as  to  be  able  to  say  that  it  did  not 
admit  the  material  fact  charged  in  the  bill,  still  we  would  be 
lx)und  to  regard  the  silence  of  the  answer  u()on  this  point  as  an 
admission  of  the  fact.  A  material  and  controlling  fact,  which  is 
<;learly  and  fully  averre<l  in  the  bill  and  not  denied  or  alluded  to 
in  the  answer,  must  be  taken  as  confessed." 

The  rule,  as  statwl  by  the  vice-chancellor,  is  not  of  universal 
application.  Scudder  v.  Van  Amburgh,  4-  t^^^'  Ch.)29 ;  Galla- 
iin  V.  Cujmwgham,  Hopk.  Ch,  48  ;  MUf.  21o^  216 ;  2  Mad,  322 y 
J 23, 324;  Frost  \.'Beekmany  1  Johns.  Ch.302;  Jfuiray  v.  Fin- 
Qiistei'y  2  Johns,  Ch.  167  ;  Defining  v.  Smithy  3  Johns.  Ch.  34^. 

Mr,  J.  C,  Bessony  for  respondent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Dixon,  J. 

This  bill  was  filed  to  foreclose  a  first  mortgage  upon  lands  in 
Hudson  county.  It  alleged  that  the  mortgagor  had  given  a 
f ea)nd  mortgage  to  A.  S.  Boyd,  on  the  same  premises ;  that  Boyd 
had  foreclosed  his  mortgage,  and  that  on  his  foreclosure,  the 
sheriff  had  sold  and  conveyed  the  premises  in  fee,  to  Boyd,  and 
then  cliarged  that  said  premises  were  sold  to  Boyd  with  full 
notice  of  complainant's  mortgage,  and  subject  to  the  lien  thereof. 
The  defendant,  Boyd,  answered,  admitting  the  complainant's 
mortgage,  his  own  subsequent  mortgage,  his  foreclosure,  and  the 
sale  to  himself,  as  stated  in  complainant's  bill,  and  then,  with 
requisite  particularity,  set  up  usury,  in  the  complainant's  mort- 
gage, to  the  amount  of  $200.  The  proofs  fully  establish  the 
«sury  as  alleged;  but  the  vice-chancellor  refused  to  give  effect  to 
fluch  defence,  because  of  the  averment  in  the  bill,  undenied  in 
the  answer,  that  the  property  was  sold  on  the  prior  foreclosure, 
subject  to  comDlainant's  mortgage.     From  the  decree  thereupon 
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made,  Boyd  appeals,  and  thus  is  presented  the  question  for  deci- 
sion. 

The  principles  governing  the  case  have  been  already  settled  ii^ 
this  court. 

The  defence  of  usury  in  a  mortgage  may  be  set  up  by  the- 
mortgagor,  or  by  any  one  claiming  under  and  in  privity  with 
him,  as,  for  example,  by  subsequent  mortgagees,  or  by  purchas- 
ers at  sheriff's  sale.     Brolasky  v.  Miller,  1  Stock.  807. 

But  the  mortgagor  may  waive  the  usury,  and  then  those  hold- 
ing under  him,  by  subsequent  conveyance,  cannot  avail  them- 
selves of  the  defence;  likewise,  one  who  has  acquired  from  the 
mortgagor  the  right  to  plead  the  usury,  may  also  remove  the 
taint  as  to  himself,  and  those  thereafter  deriving  title  from  him. 
Warmck  v.  Dawes,  11  C.  E.  Gr.  54S. 

From  these  principles,  it  follows  that  Boyd  possesses  the  right 
to  reduce  the  complainant's  njortgage  for  usury,  both  in  his 
capacity  as  mortgagee  and  as  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale,  unless 
the  mere  averment  that  at  such  sale  the  property  was  sold  sub- 
ject to  the  complainant's  mortgage,  shows  a  defeasance  of  the 
right. 

It  has  been  held  that  if  the  mortgagor  convey  the  pro|>erty  by 
deed,  expressly  subject  to  the  amount  of  the  existing  mortgage, 
the  grantee  cannot  set  up  the  usury,  for  such  language  imports  a 
waiver.  But  no  case  is  cited  to  the  effect  that  a  sheriff,  selling 
lands  under  a ^. /a.  against  the  mortgagor,  to  satisfy  a  subsequent 
mortgage  which  itself  preserved  the  defence,  has  any  {)ower  so  to 
purge  the  taint.  And,  plainly,  he  can  have  none.  His  duty  is 
to  sell  the  property,  in  the  interest  of  the  defendant  and  the  sec- 
ond mortgagee,  for  the  best  price  it  will  bring,  and  obviously,  he 
would  be  defeating  this  aim,  if  he  should  impose  conditioiis  pre- 
venting the  purchaser  from  asserting  the  rights  concerning  the 
land,  which  these  parties  possess.  He  has  no  ]>ower  to  do  so. 
His  sale  and  conveyance  transfer  to  the  purchaser  the  same  right 
to  allege  the  usury  in  the  previous  mortgage  as  they  whose  estate 
he  conveys,  had,  and  though  he  declare,  at  his  auction  and  in  liia 
deed,  that  he  sells  subject  to  the  prior  encumbrance,  such  asser- 
tion cannot  create  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  plead  the  usury;  it  is 
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a  mere  notice,  which  he  may  fairly  give,  to  apprise  persons  of 
what  claims  may  be  made  against  the  title  he  conveys. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  bill  does  not  state  any  facta 
from  which  the  waiver  of  the  defence  for  usury  is  the  legitimate 
inference,  and  that  consequently  the  decree  below  should  be 
reversed. 

For  reversal — Beasley,  C.  J.,  Depue,  Dixon,  Knapp, 
Magie,  Parker,  Reed,  Scudder,  Van  Syckel,  Clement,. 
Cole,  Green — 12. 

For  aflSrniancc^DoDD — 1. 


Marquls  D.  L.  Gaines  et  al. 

V. 

The  Green  Pond  Iron  Mining  Company  et  al. 

1.  The  life  tenant  has  a  right  to  use  a  mine  for  his  own  profit  where  the- 
owner  of  the  fee,  in  his  lifviime,  opened  it,  even  though  he  may  have  dis- 
continned  work  upon  it  for  a  lon^  period  of  years.  A  mere  cessation  of  work, 
for  however  long  a  period,  will  not  defeat  the  life  tenant's  right,  but  an 
abandonment  for  a  day,  with  an  executed  intention  to  devote  the  land  to  some- 
other  use,  will  be  fatal  to  the  claim  of  the  life  estate. 

2.  New  shafts  may  be  sunk  upon  veins  of  ore  which  had  been  opened. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Oaine» 
V.  Oreen  Pond  Mining  Co.,  5  Slew.  Eq.  86, 

Mr.  Barker  Oummere,  for  appellants. 

Two   main   questions  of  fact  arise  upon  the  pleadings  and 
proofs,  to  wit : 

I.  Is  it  proved  that  Charles  Montrose  Graham  3d  and  Cor- 
nelia Ludlow  were  lawfully  married  ? 
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II.  I^  it  pn:>v^:d  th^:  B^x^rt  Lodlow  Grtham,  one  of  the  com 
I'la'aADtr,  i*  ih*r  la-arf::'.  L^ff^ie  of  that  marriage? 

Mr.  G^jnameTe  dL?«ra=re3  the  evidence  as  to 
a    Coartship. 
ft    The  marrii^e. 
>    The  cert;u':aie  aod  regL^trv. 
>/    The  *::uati'>n  after  raarriage. 

III.  !•  Koben  Ladlow.  calling  himself  Graham^  proved 
}^  ia'Aiuiiv  .'^^'.rten  bv  Ctiarles  JL  Graham? 

^a '  Preparations  for  the  birth. 

(f)  AIIeg*;d  frjaptir*m  of  ciiild. 

•c.  Rwy-znition  hv  familv. 

I>ing  cr»habitatioi]  between  a  man  and  woman,  and 
f'/rrnal  recognitioas   by  them,  are  evidence  of  their  marringf   -*-  * 
lllUon  V.  HUL  ?  JBwM.  i^J. 

I>ing  cohabitation  and  ^neral  reputation  during  the  period  of 
*ach  cohabitation,  are  evidence  of  marriage.     Young  v.  Fodetj     ^^ 

n  y.  H.  iLi. 

But  I  deny  that  any  case  has  ever  held  that  where  the  parties 
have  never  cohabited,  and  the  alleged  husband,  up  to  the  time 
of  his  death,  denied  tlie  alleged  marriage,  and  where  the  hus- 
tiand's  father  also  denied  the  marriage  up  to  the  time  of  the 
alleged  husband's  death,  that  the  subsequent  recognitions  of  such 
father  are  evidence  of  marriage. 

IV.  Alleged  waste. 

So  long  as  the  land  is  fairly  userl  for  the  purposes  to  which  it 
was  dedicated  by  the  ancestor  or  donor,  no  waste  is  committed. 
But  when  tlie  use  is  one  which  is  inconsistent  with  such  dedica- 
tion, it  is  wa^tt',  ]>n)vided  such  use  does  a  lasting  damage  to  the 
freehold  or  inheritance,  and  teQds  to  the  permanent  loss  of  the 
owner  in  fee,  or  to  destrov  or  lessen  the  value  of  the  inheritance. 
J  Wnnh.  ileal  Prop.  *lO''i,  and  note  1  ;  StougkUm  ¥•  Leighy  1 
Taunt.  J/n,  40ff;  Biilinr/8  v.  Taylor,  10  Pick.  460  ;  CoaUi  v. 
Cheever,  I  G>w.  JfOO  ;  Reed  v.  Reed,  1  C.  E.  Gr.  2^8;  Bagot  v. 
Bagot,  32  Bear.  o09  ;  Elias  v.  Snowdon  Slate  Co.j  L,  R.  (^  App. 
Ou.)  jiJjJf. 
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In  America,  the  law  of  waste  has  been  modified  to  suit  the  cir- 
camstances  of  a  new  and  growing  country.  Finlay  v.  Smith,  6^ 
JIfunf.  134;  Ned  v.  Ned,  19  Pa.  St,  32S ;  Irwin  v.  Comde,  ^4 
JPa.  St.  162;  Wedmoreland  Coed  Co.'s  Appeal^  8o  Pa.  St.  JU- 

That  the  new  opening,  made  by  the  Green  Pond  Iron  Com- 
pany, on  the  same  vein  opened  by  Dr.  Graham,  was  not  an  opening 
of  new  mines,  is  too  strongly  fixed  by  auth(»rity  to  be  questioned. 
When  opened,  the  vein  became  a  mine,  and  our  new  o|)enings  are 
workings  of  the  same  mine.  Findlay  v.  Smith,  ubi  supra;  Elias 
V.  Snotodon  Slate  Co.,  ubi  supra  ;  Croach  v.  Puryear,  1  Rand- 
268 ;  Clavering  v.  Clavering,  2  P.  Wm^s.  388. 

Mr.  Henry  C.  Pitney,  for  appellants. 

I.  As  to  the  titles  of  the  complainants. 

(a)  The  burthen  is  on  the  complainants  to  show  their  title  to 
the  premises,  and  this  depends,  confessedly,  on  the  legitimacy  of 
Robert  L.  Graham. 

(6)  In  making  out  his  legitimacy,  the  kind  of  evidence  which 
is  ordinarily  relied  upon  in  such  cases,  viz.,  tlie  cohabitation  as 
man  and  wife  of  his  mother  and  her  alleged  husban<l,  and  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  marriage  relation  by  the  latter,  is  entirely 
lacking.  There  is  no  pretence  of  any  such  cohabitation  or  ac- 
knowledgment. On  the  contrary,  the  entire  absence  of  it  is 
affirmatively  shown. 

(c)  The  production  of  a  marriage  certificate,  in  which  occurs 
the  name  of  a  person  somewhat  similar  to  that  of  the  allied  hus- 
band, is  of  itself  insufficient.  The  residence  named  in  the  cer- 
tificate, being  different  from  that  of  the  alleged  husband,  destroys 
all  value  of  the  certificate  as  such,  and  increases  the  burthen  of 
proving  the  identity  of  the  alleged  husband  with  the  male  person 
who  went  through  the  ceremony. 

(d)  There  is  not  the  least  proof  in  the  case  of  the  identity  of 
the  alleged  husband  with  the  persou  who  went  through  the  cere- 
mony, except  that  of  the  mother  and  the  alleged  wife.  All  that 
the  clergyman  proves  is,  that  there  was  such  a  ceremony. 

(«)  The  mother  and  alleged  wife  is  shown  to  be  entirely  un- 
worthy of  credit,  and  is  contradicted  in  several  in^<tances. 


606         COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEAI.S.  [33  Eq. 


Gaines  v.  Green  Pond  Iron  Mining  Co. 


(/)  The  partial  recognition  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  claimant 
by  the  grandmother   and  grandfather  many  years  afterwards, 
when  both  had  fallen  into  SBnility,  is  not  sufficient  to  help  out. 
complainants'  case.     The  rights  of  the  true  heir,  Edward  Enniaik 
Graham,  of  North  Carolina,  the  brother  of  Dr.  Graham,  who 
survived  his  grandnephew  of  the  same  name,  cannot  be  defeated^ 
by  such  evidence. 

II.  There  is  no  waste. 

The  facts  are  that  the  land  in  question  is  very  rough  and 
mountainous,  witi)  a  very  thin  covering  of  wood  and  timber, 
almast  all  of  it  entirely  unfit  for  cultivation,  and  on  it  is  a  very 
large  deposit  of  iron  ore,  known  for  years  as  the  "  Copperas 
Mine." 

The  estate  for  life  of  Mrs.  Bell  resembles  the  estate  by  the 
curtesy  of  England,  and  it  was  always  doubted  whether,  at  the 
common  law,  and  before  the  statutes  of  Marlbridge  and  Glou- 
cester, tenant  by  the  curtesy  was  im[>eachable  for  waste.  2  Coke 
InsL  SOI ;  IJro.  Abr,,  Waste,  88;  2  Christ  Black.  283,  note. 

By  the  strict  rule  of  the  common  law,  the  opening  and  work- 
ing of  an  unopened  mine,  by  a  tenant  for  years,  was  undoubtedly 
waste. 

The  language  everywhere  used  was  *'oi>en  ''  and  "opened"  to 
describe  a  mine  which  tenant  for  life  might  work.  7  Bae.  Abr, 
254;  1  Cruise  118;  2  Bouv.  L.  D,  6J^ ;  Saunders^ 8  Case,  5 
Coke  R.  12;  1  Co,  Lilt  5 4  b;  Com.  Dig.  Waste,  D.  ^ 

Chancellor  Kent  i.^  Comm.  76)  says  :  *' The  American  doc- 
trine on  the  subject  of  waste  is  somewhat  varied  from  the  English 
law.  and  is  more  enlarged  and  better  accommodated  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  a  new  and  growing  country." 

And  see  the  language  of  the  judges  in  Jackson  v.  Brownson^ 
7  Johns.  227 ;  Hastings  v.  Crunckletoriy  3  Yeaies  261;  1  Scribner^ 
on  Dower  200,    §§    21-^^4 ;    Cabell,    J.,    in  Findlay  v.  Smith , 
6  Munf.  13 4 ;    Ballentine  v.  Poyner,  2  Hayw.  110  ;  Sioughton 
v.  Ijeigh,  1  Taunt.  4.02 ;  Coates  v.  Cheever,  1  Cow,  4^0 ;  Ned 
V.  NeeL,  19  Pa.  St.  323;   Irwin  v.  Cbrodc,  24  Pa.  SL  16S; 
Billings  v.  Taylor,  10  Pick.  460 ;   Reed  v.  Reed,  1  C.  R  Or, 
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24s,  ^SO;  Viner  v.  Vaughariy ;?  Benv.  ^66;  Bagot  v.  Bagof,  S2 
Beav.  500 y  9  Jur.  {N.  S.)  10.22;  Ellas  v.  GriffiJth,  L.  R.  {8  Ch. 
Div.)  621 ;  8,  C,  mb  nom.  Elias  v.  Snowdon  Slate  QaarneSy  L, 
H.  {4-  ^PP*  Cas.)  454. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Van  Syckel,  J. 

The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  by  the  complainants  as  owners 
of  the  remainder  in  fee  of  a  large  tract  of  wild  lauds  in  the 
county  of  Morris,  to  restrain  the  defendants,  who,  it  is  alleged, 
liave  only  a  life  estate  in  said  lands,  from  cutting  timber  and 
working  the  iron  mines  on  said  premises,  and  also  praying  for  an 
account. 

Two  principal  questions  are  raised  by  the  defendant's  answer : 
First,  whether  Robert  L.  Graham,  through  whom  the  complain- 
ants derive  their  title,  was  the  legitimate  son  of  Charles  M. 
Graham,  the  third.  Second,  whether,  if  Robert's  legitimacy  is 
established,  the  working  of  the  mines  by  the  life  tenants,  under 
the  circumstances  shown  in  this  case,  is  waste. 

The  complainants  allege  that  Charles  M.  Graham  was  married 
clandestinely  to  Cornelia  Ludlow  in  July,  1847,  and  they  admit 
cliat  it  was  not  followed  by  open  cohabitation.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances the  law  will  cast  upon  the  complainants  the  burden 
of  proving  the  fact  of  marriage  by  very  clear  and  persuasive 
evidence. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  discuss  the  testimony  on  this 
branch  of  the  case ;  it  is  sufiBcient  to  say  that  a  careful  considera- 
tion of  it  has  left  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the  chancellor  is 
justified  in  the  conclusion  he  reached  upon  this  point. 

The  complainants,  therefore,  as  owners  of  the  remainder  in 
fee,  are  entitled  to  protect  their  estate  against  waste  by  the  life 
tenant,  or  those  claiming  under  her. 

The  land  in  question  is  very  rough  and  mountainous,  and 
almost  all  of  it  unfit  for  cultivation.  On  it  there  is  a  thin  cover- 
ing of  wood  and  timber,  with  a  large  deposit  of  valuable  iron 
ore  anderlying  it.  ^  About  the  year  1812,  Dr.  Graham,  then 
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mines  on  an  estate  of  which  her  husband  had  died  seized.  The 
mine  had  been  opened  and  wrought,  but  had  ceased  to  be  worked 
long  prior  to  the  husband's  death.  The  question  was  whether 
the  widow,  in  virtue  of  her  estate  in  dower,  was  entitled  to  work 
the  abandoned  mine  for  her  own  benefit. 

The  judges  answered  that  the  widow  was  dowable  of  all  the 
mines  which  had  been  opened  and  worked  in  her  husband's  life- 
time, and  *^  that  her  right  to  be  endowed  of  them  had  no  depend- 
ence upon  the  sul)sequent  continuance  or  discontinuance  of  working 
tliem,  either  by  the  husband,  in  his  lifetime,  or  by  those  claiming 
under  him,  since  his  death." 

In  Vinei'  v.  Vaughan,  f3  Beav.  jffiSy  Lord  Langdale  said  : 

^  A  tenant  for  life  lins  no  right  to  take  thesiihetanceof  the  estate  by  opening/ 
mines  or  clay-pits ;  but  he  hns  a  right  to  continue  the  working  of  mines  and 
clay-pits  where  the  author  of  the  gift  has  previously  done  it,  and  for  this  rea- 
son that  the  author  of  the  gift  has  made  them  part  of  the  profits  of  the  land/'  I 

A  temporary  injunction  was  granted,  so  that  the  right  of  the 
life  tenant  to  work  the  clay  pits  might  be  passed  upon.  That 
this  case  did  not  receive  a  thorough  consideration,  is  shown  by 
the  fact  that  Stoughton  v.  Leigh  was  not  referred  to. 

This  subject  was  carfuliy  considered  by  Lord  Rcmiilly,  in 
Bagot  V.  Bagbty  32  Beav,  500,  where  he  says : 

'*  With  respect  to  the  abandoned,  or,  as  they  are  called  in  the  pleadings  and 
evidence,  the  dormant  mines,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  has  not  been  shown  that 
he  committed  waste  in  working  i\\o^e  mine^i.     It  is  always  a  question  of  d^ree 
to  be  established  by  evidence,  whether  the  working  of  a  mine  which  has  been 
formerly  worked,  is  waste  or  nut.     There  is  no  doubt  that  a  tenant  for  life, 
though  impeachable  for  waste,  may  properly  work  an  open  mine.     A  mine  not^ 
worked  for  twelve  months,  or  two  years,  previously  to  the  tenant  for  life  com-  j 
ing  into  possession,  must  still  be  considered  an  open  mine.     A  mine  which  has 
not  been  worked  for  one  hundred  years  cannot,  I  think,  l)e  pro{>erly  so  treated. 
My  present  opinion  is,  that  a  mine  which  had  not  been  worked  for  twenty  or; 
thirty  years,  from  the  loss  of  profit  attending  the  working,  might,  without 
committing  waste,  be  worked  again  by  a  suceee<iing  tenant  for  life.     But,  if 
the  working  of  the  mine  had  been  abandoned  by  the  owner  of  the  inheritance 
many  years  previously,  with  a  view  to  some  advantage  which  he  considered 
irould  aooompauy  such  discontinuance,  apart  from  the  profits  to  be  made  from 
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the  sale  of  the  mineral,  I  doubt  whether  a  succeeding  tenant  for  life  oooli 
properly  treat  that  as  an  open  mine." 

In  Elias  v.  Oriffilhy  L.  R.,  (i  App.  Oas.)  466,  Lord  Selboi 
says: 

**  Upon  the  questions  of  law  which  were  argued  at  the  bar,  I  think  it  ann 
sary  to  make  more  than  two  remarks.    The  first  is,  that  I  am  not  at  p 
prepared  to  hold  that  there  c:m  be  no  such  thing  as  an  open  mine  or  qua; 
which  a  tenHUl  for  life,  or  other  owner  of  an  estate  impeachable  for  waste, 
work,  unless  the  produce  of  such  mine  or  quarry  has  been  previously 
to  market  and  sold.     No  doubt  if  a  mine  or  quarry  has  been  worked  for 
mercial  profit,  tliat  must,  ordinnriiy,  be  decisive  of  the  right  to  continue  w 
ing ;  and,  on  the  other  haml,  if  minerals  have  been  worked  or  used  for 
definite  and  restricted  purpose  (e.  g.<,  for  the  purpose  of  fuel  or  repair  to 
particular  tenements),  that  would  not  alone  give  any  such  right.     But  if 
has  been  a  working  and  use  of  minerals  not  limited  to  any  special  or  restrm 
purpose,  I  find  nothing  in  the  older  authorities  to  justify  the  introductio 
sale  as  a  necessary  criterion  of  the  difiference  between  a  mine  or  quarry  w 
is,  and  one  which  is  not,  to  be  considered  open  in  a  legal  sense.     None  of 
dicta  which  aic  to  be  found  in  some  of  the  more  modern  cases  (each  of  "^f^I 
turned  upon  its  own  particnlur  circiimstance!t)  can  have  been  intended  to  io 
dnce  a  condition  or  qualification  not  previously  known,  into  the  law  of  nam 

^'The  other  observation  which  I  desire  to  make  is,  that  when  a  min^^  or 
quarry  is- once  open,  so  that  the  owner  of  an  estate  impeachable  for  waste  Mr^oay 
work  it,  I  do  not  consider  that  the  sinking  a  new  pit  on  the  sanieveii^  ^or 
breaking  ground  in  a  new  place  on  the  same  rock,  is  necessarily  the  opeim-  ^^gf 
of  a  new  mine  or  quarry  ;  and  for  this,  authority  is  to  be  found  in  tliecy*-** 
which  were  cited  at  the  bar,  of  Clavering  v.  Clavering,  Bagot  r.  Bagot,  ^^^^ 
Lord  Cowley  v.  Wellesiey." 

In  ElicLs  V.  Griffith,  L.  R.  {S  Ch.  Div.)  521,  Lord  Cott^^ 
remarked  that 

"To  enable  a  ternic^r,  or  tenant  for  life  punish  a  bl^jji^r^e,  to  work  miii^ 
it  must  be  shown  that  the  owner  of  the   inlioritJTriJ?7^)!Wno8e  acting  by  bw 
authority,  have  C(nnniencod  the  workint?  of  (he  mines  with  a  view  to  making 
a  profit  from  the  working  and  sale  of  what  is  part  of  the  inheritance.    When 
this  Ls  i^tablished,  though  n(»  profit  hits  in  fact  lx>en  made,  the  mine  is  openir 
such  a  sense  as  lo  justify  the  continuance  of  the  working  by  a  termor." 

The  case  of  Cla veiling  v.  Clavering,  2  P,  Wmn.  -JSS,  whi 
--'^Q  the  right  of  the  life  tenant  to  open  new  pita  or  sha 
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ibr  the  working  of  an  old  vein  of  coal,  has  never  been  overruled 
in  the  English  courts. 

These  citations  show  that,  in  England,  the  life  tenant  has  a 
right  to  ase  a  mine  for  his  own  profit,  wnere  the  owner^fthg 
fee,  in  his  lifetime  has  opened  it,  even  though  he  may  have  dis- 
^ntinued  working  ^P^P  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^QPg  period  of  years. 

The  rule  by  which  the  right  of  the  life  tenant  is  to  be  tested  h 
not  the  length  of  time  that  may  have  ela|)se<l  since  the  last  work- 
ing of  the  mines,  but  it  depends  upon  whether  the  owner  of  the 
fee  merely  discontinued  the  work  for  want  of  capital,  or* because 
it  did  not  prove  profitable,  or  for  any  other  like  reason,  or 
"whether  he  abandoned  it  with  an  executed  intention  to  devote 
the  land  to  some  other  use. 

A  mere  cessation  of  work,  for  however  long  a  period,  will  not 
defeat  the  life  tenant's  right,  but  an  abandonment  for  a  day,  with 
a  view,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Rorailly,  **  to  some  advantage  to 
the  property,  which  the  fee  owner  considered  would  acc<»mpany 
such  discontinuance,  apart  from  the  profits  to  be  made  from  the 
sale  of  the  mineral,"  would  extinguish  any  claim  on  the  part  of 
the  life  tenant.  If  the  fee  owner  should  sink  a  shaft,  and  after- 
wards erect  a  dwelling-house  over  it,  or  if  he  should  fill  it  up 
and  devote  the  space  to  agricultural  purposes,  it  would  indicate, 
80 clearly,  his  intention  to  devote  his  estate  toother  uses  than 
mining,  that  the  life  tenant  could  not  base  any  right  upon  the 
prior  o|)ening. 

The  distinction  between  mere  cessation  of  use  and  such  au 
abandonment  as  has  been  adverted  to,  is  recognized  in  the  cases 
in  this  country. 

In  the  New  York  supreme  court,  a  widow  was  held  to  be  dow- 
able  of  a  bed  ^figg^ipe,  although  the  openings  which  had  been 
made  by  the  husband  had  been  partly  fiUwl  up  and  the  work 
discontinued  in  his  lifetime.     Coates  v.  Cheever,  1  Cow,  JfiO. 

Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  BiUlngB  v.  Toylor,  10  Pick.  400, 
expresses  the  like  view: 

**  Whatever  doubts  may  have  been  formerly  entertained,  it  seems  now  to  be 
well  settled  that  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  such  mines  and  quarries  as 
were  actually  opened  and  used  during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  and  it 
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makes  no  difference  whether  the  husband  continued  to  work  them  to  thet 
period  of  his  death,  or  whether  they  have  been  continued  since  his  death,  hy  \ 
the  heir  or  his  assignee.'' 

Stoughton  v.  Leigh,  Coaies  v.  Cheever  aud  BUUngn  v.  Taylor^ 
are  cited  with  a|)[)robatioQ  by  Chancellor  Green,  in  Reed  v.  Reedy 
1  a  E.  Gr.  ^48. 

The  American  cases  have  modified  the  law  of  waste,  to  adapt 
it  to  the  circumstances  of  a  new  an<l  growing  country,  in  order 
to  encourage  the  tenant  for  life  in  making  a  reasonable  use  of 
wild  and  nndevelo[)ed  lauds.  Hastings  v.  CrunckUion,  S  Yealts 
261 ;  FindUiy  v.  Smilh,  6*  Munj\  134,;  Balletdine  v.  Poyner^  2 
Hayw,  110 ;  JSeel  v.  Seel^  7  Harris  J23 ;  Irwin  v.  Covode,  12 
Harris  162, 

In  Neel  v.  Neel,  a  coal  mine  had  been  0|>ened  and  woriied  for 
family  use,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  neighbors,  but  a  very 
inconsiderable  quantity  had  been  taken  out.  In  that  case,  Judge 
Lowrie  said  : 

*'It  seems,  in  this  ciu^e,  thai  the  author  of  the  gift  had  sometimes  sold  coal 
out  of  the  pits,  but  I  do  not  conceive  this  to  be  material.  It  is  sufficient  that 
he  opene«l  thcni  atul  dirivetl  any  profit  fn>tn  ihom,  even  if  it  were  only  private. 
And  the  decision^  refer  to-coal  mines,  iron  mines  Ac,  ami  the  tenant  for  life 
may  work  them,  even  thoui^h  ihe  working  of  them  may  have  been  disccHi- 
tinued  before  the  death  of  him  thron^h  whom  the  estate  comes,  and,  if  neces- 
sary to  the  proper  working  of  them,  to  make  new  openings  in  the  groimd." 


In  sup|K)rt  of  these  views  he  cites  the  English  and  American 
cases,  and  expresses  himself  without  reference  to  the  statute  of 
1848. 

Chancellor  Kent  savs : 

"The  American  dix'trine  on  the  subject  of  waste  is  somewhat  varied  firom 
the  P^nglish  law,  and  is  more  enlarjietl  and  better  accommodated  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  a  new  and  growing  country."     4  Cumin,  76. 

The  cases  referred  to  will  show  a  strong  inclination  to  amplify 
♦he  privileges  of  the  life  tenant. 

i^U'M  this,  where  there  are  such  vast  bodies  of 
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hands  of  the  life  tenant,  public  policy  requires  that  the  doctrine 
of  waste  should  be  liberalized,  and  the  decisions  have  uniformly 
been  in  that  direction. 

The  present  case  illustrates  the  hardship  of  a  close  rule  in 
favor  of  the  fee.  The  life  estate  vest^»d  in  1860,  and  there  is  an 
expectancy  of  twenty  years  more  of  this  life.  A  construction  of 
the  law  w^hich  locks  up  the  land  from  all  beneficial  use  for  so 
long  a  peri(Kl,  and  gives  the  life  owner  only  the  privilege  of  pay- 
ing the  land  tax,  should  not  be  favorod. 

When  the  property  is  unimproved  land,  not  adaptable  to  any 
other  beneficial  use  than  that  of  mining,  the  right  of  the  life 
tenant  to  use  it  reasonably  for  such  purpose,  has  some  support  in 
the  adjudications  in  this  country,  and  is  certainly  not  without 
reason  to  uphold  it. 

To  maintain  the  right  of  the  appellant  in  this  case,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  broaden  the  rule  to  that  extent. 

The  openings  in  this  case  were  such  as,  under  the  English 
cases,  will  establisii  the  right  in  the  life  estate  to  pursue  the 
workings  upon  the  veins  which  had  been  oixined. 

It  is  sufficient  to  show  that  openings  were  made  and  ore  taken 
out  with  a  view  to  profit,  and  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether 
the  ore  was  used  in  the  manufacture  of  copperas  or  for  some 
other  commercial  pur[>ose. 

The  evidence  shows  a  mere  cessation  of  the  work,  not  such  an    \ 
abandonment,  in  the  legal  sense  of  that  term,  as  will  defeat  the     I 
right  of  the  life  tenant.     The  length  of  time  during  which  cessa-     / 
tion  continued  is  immaterial,  so  long  as  the  fact  of  abandonment  ^ 
is  not  established. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor,  so  far  as  it  denies  the  right  of    \ 
the  appellants  to  work  the  veins  of  ore  upon  which  the  openings       i 
had  been  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  so  far 
fls  it  enjoins  such  work,  should  be  reversed,  and  in  other  respects 
^firmed. 

Decree  unanimously  reversed. 
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John  S.  Bacon,  appellant, 

V. 

Belford  M.  Bonham  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  A  court  of  equity  will  give  effect  to  an  assignment  of  an  expected  l^gacr^ 
executed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  if  made  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

2.  In  such  case,  absence  of  fraud,  good  consideration  and  adequacy  of  prioe^. 
should  be  proved,  affirmatively,  by  the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  as- 
bignment. 

On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  chancellor,  reported  in  Baeo)h 
V.  Bonham,  12  C.  E.  Oi\  209. 

Mr.  W.  E,  Potte?'y  for  appellant. 

I.  The  deed  put  in  evidence  by  the  appellee,  purporting  to-  - 
grant,  convey  and  assign  a  legacy  expected  by  Belford  M.  Bon- 
ham, under  and  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  John  Bonham,  having    - 
been  executed  during  the  lifetime  of  the  said  testator,  is  void  as 

a  conveyance  or  mortgage,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  passecW 
no  rights  in  and  to  the  legacy  therein  mentioned  to  the  respondent^ 
Elisha  Bonham. 

(a)  Because  it  purports  to  assign  or  mortgage  a  naked  possi- 
bility. 

(6)  Because  the  assignment  of  a  possibility  or  expected  legacy, 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  is  against  public  policy. 
Boydton  v.  Hubbard,  7  Mass,  112, 

II.  Said  deed  being  void  ab  initio,  as  to  said  pretended  as- 
signment or  mortgage,  no  alleged  possea^^ion  under  it  could 
alter  its  force  or  strengthen  the  title  of  the  assignee  thereia 
named. 

III.  There  is  no  proof  in  the  case  of  possession  under  said 
assignment. 

Mr.  J.  J.  Reeves  and  Mr.  A.  Browning,  for  respondents. 
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The  opinioD  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Parker,  J. 

The  appellant,  who  was  complainant  in  the  court  of  chancery, 
was  a  judgment  creditor  of  Belford  M.  Bonham. 

He  filed  his  bill  against  Belford  M.  Bonham  and  Elisha  Bon- 
ham. Elisha  was  made  a  defendant  individually,  and  also  as 
executor  of  Jehu  Bonham,  deceased. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  for  a  decree,  subjecting  the  proceeds 
of  a  legjicy  given  to  Belford  M.  Bonham  by  the  will  of  Jehu 
Bonham,  and  alleged  to  be  in  the  hands  of  Elisha  Btmham,  to 
the  payment  of  the  judgments  held  by  the  complainant  against 
Belford. 

Jehu  Bonham  executed  his  last  will  on  the  16th  day  of  De- 
cember, A,  D.  1869,  and  died  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  A.  D. 
1875. 

The  will  directed  Elisha  Bonham,  the  executor  therein  named, 
to  sell  all  the  property  and  put  the  money  at  interest. 

The  interest  was  to  be  paid  to  the  widow  of  the  testator  dur- 
ing her  life,  and  at  her  death,  one-third  of  the  estate  was  to  go 
to  Belford.     She  died  Inifore  the  tes»ator.      It  is  this  legacy 
which  the  api)ellant  seeks  to  have  applied  to  the  payment  of  his 
.  judgments. 

The  judgments  were  obtaineil  before  the  will  took  effect.  The 
executions  issued  thereon  were  returned  'Svholly  unsatisfied,  no 
property  having  been  found  whereon  to  levy.'' 

The  claim  of  the  appellant  was  resisted  l)y  Elisha  Bonham, 
on  the  ground  that  before  the  filing  of  complainant's  bill,  the 
legacy  given  Belford  by  the  will,  had  been  assigned  to  him  by 
Bflford,  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

The  testimony  proves  that  after  the  exemition  of  the  will  and 
before  the  death  of  the  testator,  both  Belfonl  and  Elisha  knew 
its  cftntents. 

The  testator  had  told  Belford  what  disposition  he  had  made 
of  his  property.  Soon  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  the  testa- 
tor became  hopelessly  insane.  Upcm  inquisition  had,  he  was 
found  to  be  a  lunatic,  and  Elisha  having  been  appointed  his 
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guardian,  the  will,  with  his  other  papers,  came  into  possession  of 
Elisha  before  testator's  death. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Elisha  loaned  and  advanced  to 
Belford,  in  the  lifetime  of  testator,  the  sum  of  $2,000,  and  took 
from  Belford  an  assignment,  to  that  extent,  of  his  interest  in  the 
expected  legacy.  This  assignment  was  executed  by  Belford  on 
the  27th  day  of  March,  a.  d.  1874. 

After  reciting  the  clause  of  the  will  in  which  the  legacy  is 
given  to  Belford,  the  assignment  purports,  for  the  consideration 
of  $2,000,  to  transfer  to  Elisha  all  the  right  of  Belfonl  in  the 
estate  and  prospective  estate  of  Jehu  Bonham,  which  he  has,  or 
will  have,  to  the  amount  of  $2,000  and  interest  thereon. 

That  Belford  received  the  $2,000  from  Elisha,  at  or  before 
the  execution  of  the  assignment,  is  not  questioned. 

No  fraud  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  nor  js  there  any  attempt  to 
prove  fraud,  nor  even  inadequate  consideration.  In  fact,  it  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence,  affirmatively,  that  there  was  no  fraud  in 
the  transaction,  and  also  that  the  proceeds  of  the  legacy  given  to 
Belford  by  the  will,  did  not  amount  to  $2,000. 

The  assignment  was  given  to  the  attorney  of  the  parties,  with 
directions  to  have  it  recorded  after  testator's  death.  After  his 
death  and  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  by  complainant,  Belford 
directed  the  recording  of  the  assignment,  which  was  at  once 
ddne. 

The  contention  of  the  ap|>ellant  is,  that  the  assignment  is  not 
valid,  because  the  legacy  it  purports  to  transfer  was,  at  the  time, 
a  mere  expectancy,  and  not  the  subject  of  assignment,  and  this  is 
the  question  for  decision  in  this  cause. 

Courts  of  equity  give  effect  to  assignments  of  contingent  in- 
terests and  expectancies.  A  contingent  legacy  may  become  the 
subject  of  assignment  or  contract  of  sale. 

Even  a  naked  possibility,  or  expectancy  of  an  heir  to  his  an- 
cestor's estate,  may  become  the  subject  of  a  contract  of  sale,  if 
made  bona  fide  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  will  be  enforced 
in  equity  after  the  death  of  the  ancestor.  ^  Story's  Eq,  Jur.,  § 
104^0  ;  see,  also,  note  in  ^  Story's  Eq.  under  §  IO4O ;  Speno/s 
Eq.  Jur.  §  862  &c. 
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It  is  incumbent  upon  the  party  dealing  with  the  heir,  or  ex- 
pectant, to  show  affirmatively  that  there  was  no  fraud,  and  that 
an  adequate  considemtion  was  paid.     1  Storifs  Eq,  Jur,  §  SS6. 

A  deed  of  assignment  of  oil,  head-matter  &o.,  which  might  be 
<*aught  and  brought  home  in  a  certain  ship,  was  held  valid  in 
equity  as  to  the  future  cargo,  and  if,  after  the  return  of  the  ship, 
the  master  <lelivered  the  cargo  to  the  assignee,  his  title  could 
not  be  defeatetl  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  assignor  who 
took  the  cargo  under  an  execution.  Langton  v.  HortoUy  1 
Hare  5Jf9. 

An  assignment,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  of  demands  hav- 
ing no  achial  existence,  but  which  rest  in  expectancy  merely,  is 
vali<l  in  equity  as  an  agreement,  and  takes  effe(^t  Jis  an  aswign- 
ment,  where  the  demands  intended  to  be  assigne<l  are  subse- 
quently brought  into  existence.  Field  v.  Mayor  of  N,  F., .? 
Seld.  179. 

In  a  possibility  which  the  parties  to  the  agreement  expected 
would,  and  which  afterwards  did,  in  fact,  ripen  into  an  actual 
reality,  an  equitable  title  vests  in  the  assignee.     Ih, 

In  Cook  V.  Fields  15  Q.  B.  IfiOy  it  was  lield  that  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  reciting  that  A  was  expecting  to  become  seized 
in  fee  of  an  estate,  on  the  death  of  S.,  as  devisee  under  her  will 
and  contracting  to  sell  all  the  possibility  and  expectancy  of  A  in 
the  estate,  was  not  illegal  nor  contravening  public  policy. 

Under  authority  of  the  cases  cited,  the  right  of  Elisha  Bon- 
ham, by  means  of  the  assignment  to  him  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
expected  legacy  given  to  Bel  ford  Bonham,  was  perfect  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  bill  in  this  cause.  A  valuable  consideration 
had  been  paid  by  him ;  it  ap|)ears,  affirmatively,  that  there  was 
no  fraud,  the  testator  was  dead,  the  proceeds  of  the  legacy  had 
been  reduced  to  the  possession  of  the  assignee ;  and  further,  it  is 
proved  that  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  precedent  contract 
of  assignment  was  confirmed  by  the  assignor,  in  directing  the 
paper  recorded. 

Where,  after  a  contemplated  event  occurs,  the  party  affirms  the 
precedent  contract,  courts  of  equity  will  hold  it  binding.  1 
8lanfs  Eq.  Jur.  §  S4/}. 
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Poulson  V.  National  Bank  of  Frenchtown. 

The  decree  of  the  chaucellor  dismissing  the  bill  £3  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

Decree  unanimously  a^rmed^ 


William  J.  Poulson  and  Israel  Poulson,  administrators 

&c.,  appellants^ 

V. 

The  National  Bank  of  Frenchtown  et  ah,  respondents. 

Adj  person  interested  in  an  estate  as  creditor,  or  otherwise,  has  a  right  to 
file  exceptions  in  the  orphans  court  to  the  account  of  a  discharged  or  removed 
administrator. 


On  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  ordinary,  reported  in  PouUon 
V.  Nat.  Bk,  of  Frenchtovm,  6  Stew.  Eq.  S50. 

Messrs.  J.  O.  Shipman  &  Son,  for  appellants. 

L  The  appellants  insist  that  the  respondents,  as  alleged  credit- 
ors of  the  said  Samuel  B.  Hudnut,  deceaseil,  had  no  right,  by 
the  statute,  to  except  to  the  accounts  of  the  removed  adminis- 
trators, that  no  one  but  the  new  administrators  could  do  that, 
and  that  the  ordinary  erred  in  holding  that  the  respondents  had 
the  right  to  file  the  exceptions,  and  that  the  decree  of  the  orphans 
court  of  the  county  of  Hunterd(m  refusing  to  strike  out  the 
exceptions  filed  by  the  said  res|>ondents,  severally,  was  right 
McDonald  v.  O'ConneU,  10  Vr.  318;  Rev.  781  §§  129,  ISO. 

II.  There  was  no  proof  that  the  respondents  were  creditors, 
and  no  proof  could  be  offered  to  the  court  that  they  were  credit- 
ors. The  appellants  denied  that  they  were  creditors.  They 
alleged  that  they  were  not  indebted  to  the  Northampton  County 
Savings  Bank  at  all,  but  insisted  that  that  institution  was  in- 
debted to  them,  and  they  wanted  to  contest  their  claim,, and  they 
further  insisted  that  to  allow  an  alleged  creditor  to  come  in  and 
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stand  on  the  record  as  a  creditor,  and  contest  the  appellant's  . 
account,  would  be  conclusive  evidence  that  it  was  a  creditor^  and 
the  appellants  would  not  be  able  to  contradict  the  record. 

Messrs.  J,  T,  Bird,  J.  N.  Vom^hees  and  E.  R,  Bullock^  for 
respondents. 

I.  The  appellants  ?ire  administrators  of  Samuel  B.  Hudnut,. 
deceased.  They  were  removed  from  ofSoe  by  the  orphans  court 
of  the  county  of  Hunterdon,  and  directed  by  said  court  to  file  an 
account.  Having  done  so,  the  respondents,  as  creditors  of  said 
Hudnut,  filed  exceptions  to  it,  and  the  question  presented  is^ 
whether  the  creditors  of,  or  other  persons  interested  in,  an  estate, 
may  file  exceptions  to  the  account  of  a  removed  or  discharged 
executor,  or  whetlier  this  right  of  exception  is  confined  to  the 
newly  appointed  administrator. 

The  statute  {Ren.  775  §  105)  expressly  states  that  **  any  person 
interested  in  the  settlement  of  the  account  of  any  executor,  ad- 
ministrator <Sx5.,  may,  by  himself  or  his  attorney,  make  exception 
to  said  account." 

Also  section  one  hundred  and  six,  same  page,  confers  same 
power  on  the  court.  Rev.  77 1,  §  86 ;  2  Wms.  on  Exrs,  1775, 
1776, 1778;  Schenck  v.  Schencky  Pen.  562;  Davidson  v.  David- 
soUy  2  HaiT.  169 ;  Rogeis  v.  Rogers,  S  Wend.  505 ;  Hawley  v.. 
JameSj  5  Paige  318. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Parker,  J. 

This  is  an  appeal  trom  a  decree  of  the  ordinary  affirming  a 
decree  of  the  orphans  court  of  the  county  of  Hnnterd<»n. 

The  appellants  were  administrators  of  Samuel  B.  Hudnut, 
deceased.  On  the  21st  day  of  January,  a.  d.  1878,  an  order 
was  made  by  the  orphans  court  discharging  said  adniinisinitors 
and  directing  them  to  account.  On  the  28th  day  of  the  stnne 
month,  Edward  P.  Conklin  was  appointed  administrator  in  the 
place  of  appellants. 
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Subsequently,  the  appellants  filed  their  account,  and  the  re- 
ftpondents,  claiming  to  be  creditors  of  the  estate,  filed  exceptions 
thereto.  The  appellants  then  moved  the  orphans  court  to  strike 
out  the  exceptions  upon  two  grounds. 

First.  Because  it  did  not  appear  that  the  exceptants  were 
<^reditors  of  the  estate.     And 

Secondly.  Because,  if  creditors,  they  had  no  legal  right  to 
except  to  the  account  of  removed  or  discharged  administrators. 

The  orphans  court  refused  to  strike  out  the  exceptions.  There- 
upon an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  prerogative  court,  where  the 
decree  of  the  orphans  court  was  affirmed. 

In  the  exceptions  filed  by  the  respondents,  they  claimed  to  be 
creditors.  If,  upon  investigation,  it  had  appeared  that  they  were 
not  creditors,  and  not  interested  in  the  estate,  their  right  to  inter- 
meddle, would  doubtless  have  been  denied  by  the  orphans  court, 
and  the  exceptions  dismissed. 

But,  by  at  once  appealing  from  the  order  refusing  to  strike  out 
the  exceptions,  the  appellants  prevented  inquiry  into  that  ques- 
tion by  the  orphans  court.  There  cannot  be  a  reversal  on  this 
ground. 

The  second  and  chief  question  for  decision  is,  whether  credit- 
ors have  the  right  to  file  exceptions  to  accounts  presented  t^ 
the  orphans  court  for  settlement,  by  discharged  or  removed 
administrators.  The  contention  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  is, 
that  in  such  case,  none  but  the  newly  appointed  administrator 
■can  except. 

The  one  hundred  and  fifth  section  of  the  orphans  court  act 
provides  that  any  person  interested  in  the  settlement  of  the 
account  of  any  executor,  administrator,  guardian  or  trustee,  may 
appear  and  make  exceptions.  The  language  of  the  section  is 
broad,  and  applies  to  the  case  under  consideration.  No  other 
section  of  the  act  limits  its  application. 

It  is  true  that  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-ninth  and  one 
hundred  and  thirtieth  sections  of  the  orphans  court  act,  which 
provide  for  the  appointment  of  administrators  in  place«of  those 
discharged  or  removed,  give  power  to  those  newly  appointed  to 
demand,  receive  and   recover  from  their  predecessors,  the  prop- 
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erty  and  assets  of  the  estate,  and  make  it  the  duty  of  those  dis- 
charged or  removed  to  settle  their  accounts  and  deliver  to  their 
successors  the  property  of  the  estate,  and  pay  over  the  balance  of 
the  money  in  their  hands  found  to  be  due  upon  settlement.  But 
these  sections  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  one  hundred  and  fifth 
section.  The  object  of  creditors,  in  filing  exceptions,  is  not 
to  obtain  directly,  from  discharged  or  removed  administrators,, 
the  property  or  money  of  the  estate  in  their  hands,  but  to  ascer- 
tain what  property  is  in  their  hands,  and  the  true  amount  of 
money  they  should  pass  over  to  the  newly  appointed  adminis- 
trators. To  do  this,  any  person  interested  in  the  estate  may 
intervene. 

In  this  case,  either  the  present  administrator,  or  the  creditor, 
or  both,  could  file  exceptions. 

The   orphans  court  did  right  in  refusing  to  strike  out  the 
exceptions  filed  by  respondents. 

The  decree  of  the  ordinary  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Decree  unanimously  affirmed^ 


Theodore  Johnson,  et  al., 

V. 

The  Board  of  Commissioners  op  Somerville. 


Mr.  8.  B.  Ransom  f  for  appellant. 
Mr.  J.  J.  Bergen,  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam. 

This  decree  unanimously  affirmed,  for  the  reasons  given  by 
the  Vioe-Chancellor  in  the  case  below.     6  Stew.  JSq.  16^. 
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<x)Ddem nation  were  had,  payment  of  the  award  was  directed  to 
be  made  to  the  owners  by  the  corporation,  and  upon  such  pay- 
ment being  made  the  title  to  the  lands  vesteil  in  the  city. 

Under  this  state  of  facts  the  complainants  filed  their  bill, 
praying  that  the  appellants  be  enjoined  from  the  further  use  of 
the  complainants'  lands  and  of  the  sewer  built  therein,  unless 
it  pay  the  complainants  the  said  award  and  interest  within  such 
short  time  as  the  chancellor  should  limit. 

The  answer  admits  the  essential  facts.  It  sets  up  certain  acts 
of  the  complainants  subsequent  to  the  condemnation  proceedings, 
which,  it  avers,  work  a  dedication  of  the  lands  to  the  public  as  a 
street,  and  thereby  estops  them  from  setting  up  any  title  which 
they  may  have  against  the  public  use  of  said  lands  for  a  street. 
Against  the  complainants'  rights  to  recover  the  award,  the  statute 
of  limitations  is  claimed  to  be  a  bar.  It  denies  that  the  com- 
plainants present  any  ground  for  relief  in  a  court  of  equity,  and 
-claims  that  they  are  afforded  an  adequate  and  complete  remedy 
at  law. 

The  chancellor,  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  clecreed  that 
unless  payment  be  made  by  the  appellant  of  the  award  and  in- 
terest to  complainants,  within  thirty  days  from  servi(re  of  a  copy 
of  the  decree,  the  city  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  using,  or 
permitting  to  be  used,  the  said  land  for  street  or  sewer  purposes. 

Mr.  A.  i.  McDei^mott  and  Mr.  Leon  Abbeit,  for  appellants. 

I.  The  facts  of  this  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  chan- 
cellor in  the  suit  brought  by  Gardner  and  others  against  Jersey 
City. 

II.  The  real  question  at  issue  between  the  parties  is,  whether 
or  not  there  was  a  dedication  of  the  land  in  question  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  public  street.  The  award  was  made  over  six  years 
ago,  and  if  a  suit  had  been  brought  upon  that,  the  city  could  have 
pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  successfully  defended 
against  it.  The  complainant,  however,  claims  that  as  the  award 
was  not  paid  to  him,  there  was  no  legal  taking  of  the  land  under 
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Mr.  G.  CoHinSy  for  respondents. 

I.  The  decree  was  within  the  power  of  the  court  of  chancery. 
Bonaparte  v.  Camden  and  Amboy  R.  R,  Co.,  Bald.  205;  Stevens 
V.  P.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  5  C.  E.  Gr.  1^6;  Mettler  v.  E.  &  A.  R. 
R.  Co.,  10  C  E.  Gr.  2U;  M.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Hudson  Tun- 
net  R.  R.  Co.,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  884. ;  iMoiris  Canal  Ac.  Co.  v. 
Jersey  City,  11  C.  E.  Gr.  294.;  Pierpont  v.  Hannsville,  9  W. 
Va.  215. 

II.  The  suit  is  barred  by  no  statutory  or  other  limitation. 
Loweree  v.  Ciiy  of  Newark,  9  Vr.  156. 

III.  There  was  no  dedication.  One  cannot  dedicate  what  he 
does  not  own.  Wa^h.  on  Ease.  186 ;  Bailey  v.  Copeland,  Wright 
(Ohio)  150;  United  States  v.  Chicago,  7  How.  185,  Clark  v. 
Cdy  of  Elizahetli,  11  Vr.  17 4. 

The  power  of  the  trustees  to  sell  as  they  did  has  been  ques- 
tioned. If  they  had  no  power  to  sell,  they  had  none  to  dedi- 
cate. 

The  legal  title  to  the  land  (if  the  trust  deed  be  void)  is  vested 
in  them  by  the  general  assignment,  and  they  can,  at  any  time, 
give  tlie  required  bonds ;  or,  if  they  refuse,  the  court  of  chancery 
can  appoint  trustees  to  succeed  them  in  the  interest  of  the 
assignors'  creditors.  Soull  v.  Reeves,  2  Gr.  Ch.  8^;  Alpaugh  v. 
Robfrson,  12  C  E.  Gr.  96;  Witt  v.  Franklin,  1  Binn.  502; 
Cunningluim  v.  Freeborn,  11  Wend.  2^1 ;  Funk  v.  Newcomer, 
10  Md.  301 ;  Price  v.  Parker,  11  Iowa  lU  /  Ifev.  p.  37  §  3. 

Knapp,  J. 

The  principal  question  presented  for  consideration  is  whether 
a  court  of  equity  should  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  on  the 
facts  disclosed  in  the  case. 

That  courts  of  equity  do  not  entertain  jurisdiction  of  causes 
where  there  exists,  at  law,  a  remedy  plain,  adequate  and  com- 
plete to  redress  the  wrong  complained  of,  stands  prominent 
amongst  the  rules  which  serve  to  define  the  boundary  of  juris- 
diction between  courts  of  law  and  courts  of  equity.  The  various 
recognized  heads  of  equity  are  but  a  classification  of  subjects  in 

40 


626         COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS.  [33  Eq. 


Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  Jersey  City  r.  Gardner. 


which  legal  remedies  are  wanting  or  afford  imperfect  and  incom- 
plete justice.     Story' 8  Eq.  Jur.  §  33. 

The  rule  as  applied  to  the  remedy  by  injonctioD — the  subject 
in  hand — has  abundant  recognition  and  support  in  the  decided 
cases  in  this  state.  M.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Priiden,  5  C.  E.  Gr.  530  ; 
Higbee  v.  C.  &  A.  R.  R,  Co.,  5  C.  E.  Gr.  435 ;  Carlisle  v. 
Cooper,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  576 ;  Stevens  v.  Erie  Railway  Co.,  6  C.  E. 
Gr.  259;  JUoms  Canal  Co.  v.  Fagan,  7  C.  E.  Gr.  430,  436, 
437. 

The  learned  chancellor  in  tliis  case  recognizes  it  in  his  opinion. 
Chancellor  Zabriskie  says,  in  Stevens  v.  Erie  Railway  Co. :  *'  In- 
junctions do  sometimes  issue  to  restrain  constantly-repeated 
trespasses,  requiring  a  continued  succession  of  suits,  but  not 
where  ejectment  will  restore  the  complainant  to  all  his  rights." 

The  controversy  usually,  in  these  cases,  is  not  over  the  existence 
of  such  rule,  but  over  the  quality  and  extent  of  the  remedy  to  be 
found  in  the  law  court,  as  applied  to  the  case  made  by  the  com- 
plainant. 

The  case  here  is,  that  lands  of  the  complainants  below  were 
taken  by  the  town  of  Bergen,  a  corporation  now  represented  by 
the  appellant,  for  a  public  street;  that  they  were  appropriated  to, 
and  continued  in,  that  use  by  the  corporation,  without  making 
payment  of  the  coin|)ensation  lawfully  awarded  to  the  owner, 
when  the  charter  under  which  such  lands  were  condemned  re- 
quires payment  to  be  made  before  the  title  can  vest  in  the  cor- 
poration. In  other  words,  that  the  town  took  possession  of  com- 
plainants' lands,  and  still  holds  them  without  lawful  right  or 
authority. 

For  such  a  wrong  the  action  of  ejectment  generally  lies,  the 
result  of  such  remedy  being  to  give  to  the  plaintiff,  if  successful, 
the  possession  of  his  lands,  and,  under  present  procedure,  dam- 
ages for  their  detention.  This  gives  as  ample  and  complete 
redress  as  is  within  the  power  of  any  court  to  afford  a  suitor. 
The  chancellor  concedes  that  the  complainant  had  this  remedy 
at  will. 

In  the  ciise  of  Fitzpatrick  v.  Jersey  City,  7  Vr.  120,  the  su- 
preme court  sustained  a  recovery  in  ejectment  for  lands  taken 
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for  the  same  street,  holding  that,  under  the  charter  of  the  town 
of  Bergen,  the  city  had  neither  title  to  nor  right  of  possession  of 
lands  taken  for  a  street  until  payment  of  the  award  therefor  was 
actually  made.  The  case  involved  the  interpretation  of  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  thirty-third  section  of  the  charter  of 
1864,  (P.  i.jp.  ^?0). 

The  section  provides  for  paying  or  tendering  the  award  for 
lands  to  the  owner,  and  enacts  that  after  filing  the  receipt  of  the 
owner  <fec.,  "  the  said  lands  shall  bo  vested  in  the  town,  and  the 
town  officers  may  proceed  with  said  improvement."  Some  doubt 
has  been  thrown  on  this  case  by  a  seeming  conflict  between  it 
and  the  decision  in  this  court  in  Lehigh  Valley  R,  R,  v.  ifcFar- 
lauj  ^  Slew.  Eq,  706,  and  the  series  of  cases  construing  the  charter 
of  the  Morris  Canal  Company,  which  the  McFarlan  case  followed. 
The  sixth  section  of  that  charter  contains  provisions  in  respect  to^ 
the  title  to  lands  and  water  required  for  the  canal,  closely  resem- 
bling those  found  in  the  Bergen  act.  In  that  case,  it  was  held 
that  the  provisions  for  prepayment  did  not  abridge  the  present 
right  of  the  company  to  take  and  appropriate  to  its  use  lands 
and  waters  and  hold  them  against  the  legal  owner,  although  the 
title  to  them  does  not  finally  vest  until  compensation  be  made. 
And  in  Den  v.  Morris  Canaly  4-  Zab,  587,  ejectment  was  held 
not  to  lie  for  such  lands.  It  is  to  be  remembered  that  in  the 
charter  of  the  company  express  provisions  are  found,  giving 
authority,  after  survey  filed,  to  take  possession  of  and  use  such 
lands  and  waters,  subject  to  such  compensation  as  is  directed  to 
be  made  in  the  act.  The  charter  of  Bergen  contains  no  such 
ex{)ress  provisions.  There  is  room,  therefore,  for  distinguishing 
between  the  cases.  But  whether  the  same  rule  may  not  be  ap- 
plied here,  rested  upon  implied  powers  in  the  town  charter  to 
take  possession,  is  a  question  of  practical  moment,  because, 
among  other  reasons  of  the  manifest  inconvenience  and  impolicy 
of  making  the  right  to  possess  and  hold  property  in  its  streets  to  de- 
pend on  mere  matter  of  parol,  namely,  the  fact  of  paying  money, 
and  not  upon  the  recorded  proceedings  in  condemnation,  coupled 
with  the  open  possession  and  public  use  of  them,  and  especially 
so  if  there  exists  a  right  of  suit  for  the  award.     The  legislative 
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intent,  in  the  absence  of  clear  expression,  to  permit  public  streets 
paved,  sewereil  and  built  upon,  to  be  seize*!  by  the  adjoining  land- 
bolder  because  of  the  n^lect  of  the  public  agents  to  perform 
their  duty  of  payment,  may  admit  of  doubt.     The  point  was  so 
little  considered  in  the  argument  that  the  question  ought  noc 
now  to  be  conclusively  decidetl  unk^ss  the  exigencies  of  this  case 
require  it.     I  think  they  do  not.     If  the  action  be  maintainable, 
it  affords  an  ample  remedy  ;  if  it  be  not,  then  the  theory,  as  will 
hereafter  be  noticed,  u|M>n  which  jurisdiction   in  this  case  was 
retained,  falls.     And  whether  maintainable  or  not,  the  plaintiff 
in  a  case  like  this  has,  irres|>eetive  of  it,  under  our  legal  methods, 
a  full  and  ample  remedy  at  law  of  the  nature  aimed  at  bv  the 
complainant  in  this  suit.     When  the  conditions  have  arisen  on 
which  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  city  to  pa^,  and  the  right  of  the 
owner  to  be  paid,  an  ascertained  amount  of  compensation,  the 
owner  may  have  a  suit  at  law  for  its  recovery,  or,  at  his  instance, 
,  payment  may  be  enforced   by  mandamus.     And  such  right  of 
suit  is  not  dependent  upon  express  authority  in  the  act  to  sue ;  it 
exists  if  no  other  statutory  mode  of  obtaining  |)ayment  is  pre- 
scribed.    So  long  as  there  remains  in  the  munici|)al   body  con- 
demning lands  under  the  |)ower  of  eminent  domain,  the  riglit  of 
withdrawal  from  the  condemnation  prtn-eedings,  there  can  be  no 
such  right  of  action,  but  the  lil>erty  to  so  retire  ceases  upon  the 
legal  adjustment  of  the  amount  to  be  paid,  and  the  acceptance  by 
the  public  body  of  the  property.      In  re  CommU8ione}'8  <kc,,  - 
Vr.  73;  ifahon  v.  Freeholders  of  Hudson,  Iff  Vr.  6^0  ;  aSdl 
v.  Freeholders  of  Hudson  y  IJ  Vr,  161, 

Final  ascertainment  of  compensation  to  the  land-owner,  and 
approval  of  the  asse&sment  by  the  corporation  entering  upon  the 
possession  of  the  lands  and  devoting  them  to  the  intended  public 
use,  show,  unequivocally,  such  an  acceptance. 

The  situation  of  the  complainanb*,  in  res|)ect  to  their  right  of 
suit  for  the  award,  may  be  briefly  slated  thus:  The  public 
authorities  of  the  town  have,  under  com[)etent  legal  right,  con^ 
Jemned  their  lands  for  a  public  street ;  commissioners  have,  io 
the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  assessed  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion which  the  town  shall  pay  and  the  owner  receive;  the  towa 
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•authorities  have  duly  approved  the  award,  and  have  entered  upon 
the  possession  of  the  lauds  and  subje(;ted  them  to  the  use  for 
•which  they  were  condemned.  The  duty  to  pay,  and  the  right  to 
be  paid,  are  then  complete.  Standing  upon  this  ground,  there 
being  no  prescribed  motle  under  the  statute  in  which  payment  is 
to  be  enforced,  the  right  of  suit  is  complete  as  upon  im|)lied 
assumpsit,  upon  the  established  principle  that  where  there  exists 
a  duty  to  pay  the  law  raisas  a  promise  to  do  so. 

Judge  Dillon  says  where  the  owner's  right  to  damage  is  com- 
plete or  vested,  he  may,  in  {)ropcr  cases,  sue  the  municipality 
therefor,  or  have  a  mandamus  to  compel  it  to  pay  or  to  proceed 
to  collect  the  assessment  which  constitutes  the  fund  from  which 
payment  must  come.   Dillon  oji  Man,  Corp,  §  479,  and  cases  cited. 

The  "  proper  cases  "  for  a  suit,  as  I  understand  that  author, 
are  where  no  other  specific  mode  of  redress  is  prescribed  in  the 
act  which  directs  the  improvement. 

But  this  charter  goes  further,  and  in  express  terms  commands: 

''That  upon  completing  the  report  of  the  commissioners  of  assessment, 
assessing  the  value  of  the  lands  so  taken,  and  the  damages  thereby,  the  city 
treasurer  shall  tender  and  pay  to  the  owner  of  said  lands  the  amount  of  such 
/assessment  due  him/' 

There  is  thus  created  a  statutory  obligation  on  the  town  to  pay 
•the  sum  awarded.  To  deny  this  duty  is  to  deny  the  authority  of 
the  statute.  Duty  to  pay  muney,  however,  arising,  creates  civil 
obligations  which  courts  of  law  are  constantly  enforcing  by  their 
judgments. 

It  is  contended  against  the  complainants'  right  of  suit  for  the 
money  awarded,  that  payment  of  the  money  being  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  vesting  of  title  in  the  municipality,  no  suit  will 
lie,  because  the  lands  are  not  yet  taken.  It  is  sufficient  to  pay 
that  the  act  does  not  vest  the  duty  to  pay  the  allotted  compensa- 
ction  upon  any  such  condition,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  orders  it  to 
be  made  before  the  title  could,  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  vest  in  the 
■<x)rporation.  Upon  payment  made,  whether  voluntarily  or  by 
force  of  a  judgment,  the  lands  will,  for  the  purposes  intended, 
vest  in  the  corporation. 


;30         COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS.  [33  Eq, 


Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  Jersey  City  v.  Gardner. 


The  provision  deferring  the  vesting  of  the  legal  title  until  the^ 
award  be  actually  paid,  was  intended  to  serve,  the  interest  of  the 
land-owner,  and  it  would  be  a  perversion  of  the  legislative  intent 
to  allow  it  to  operate  as  an  impediment  to,  or  deprivation  of  his^ 
legal  right  to  eom|)ensation  by  suit.  The  complainants  were  then- 
armed  with  a  right  of  action  to  recover  the  money  awarded  theiu- 
for  their  lands,  with  the  interest.  This  legal  remedy,  without 
the  ejectment,  possesses  larger  efficiency  with  less  inconvenience 
and  expense,  than  does  the  alternate  decree  which  the  chancellor 
was  able  to  afford.  While  the  decree  restrains  the  city  and  the 
public  from  the  use  of  the  lamls  for  a  street,  it  leaves  the  owner 
out  of  possession.  As  a  decree  for  the  award,  payment  is  optional 
with  the  party  charged. 

The  chief  ground  for  claiming  jurisdiction  in  this  case  is,  that 
the  complainant's  remedy  by  ejectment  is  too  large,  in  that  it 
gives  more  than  a  court  of  equity  would,  in  the  interest  of  defend- 
ant's permit  the  complainants  to  enjoy.  Cognizance  is,  therefore^ 
taken  of  this  cause,  not  because  of  the  equitable  rights  of  the 
complainants  who  seek  that  forum,  but  because  of  equities  of  the 
defendants  resting  on  the  contingency  of  a  judgment  in  ejectment 
against  it. 

I  think   it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  character  of  the  rights 
which  inhere  in  tiie  person  seeking  re<lress  in  court  determines 
the  tribunal  which  he  must  resort  to  for  their  adjudication  and 
enforcement.     And  as  a  rule,  recourse  can  be  had  to  a  court  of 
equity  only  when   the  suitor  himself  comes,  clothed   with  such 
rights  as  give  him  standing  there.     Jurisdiction  is  not  gained 
through  the  defendant's  status.     Exceptions   may  exist   to  the 
rule,  and  the  common  foreclosure  proceeding  may,  in  some  of  its 
features,  indicate  such  an  exception.     There,  the  owner  of  the 
legal  title  has  standing  in  equity  because  of  the  wide  and  well 
recognized   difference   between   the  form  of  the  contract,  viz., 
conveyance  in  fee  defeasable  upon  a  condition  subsequent,  and  th 
which,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties,  it  v 
designed  to  be — a  real  security  for  a  debt.     The  mortgagee  ^ 
let  in  after  default,  to  have  tlie  lauds  sold  to  pay  his  debt  im 
diately,  or  to  call  upon  the  mortgagor  to  redeem  his  estate  [ 
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ently,  or,  in  default  thereof,  forever  to  be  foreclosed  from 
redeeming  the  same.  All  the  rights  of  the  parties  rest  in  a  sin- 
gle contract. 

But  this  case  is  not  exceptional,  and  whatever  equitable  riglits 
the  defendants  may  have,  whether  present  or  contingent,  upon  a 
judgment  in  ejectment  against  it,  assuming  the  action  to  be 
maintainable,  does  not  afford  ground  for  the  transfer  of  tlie  com- 
plainant's clear  legal  rights  to  the  equity  court  for  adjudication. 

The  equities  of  the  defendants  could  not  arise  for  consideration 
except  upon  a  judgment  in  ejectment,  and  in  such  action  it  would 
be  the  right  of  the  city  to  be  heard  in  defence.  Here  the  defend- 
ants claim  that  there  was  a  subsequent  dedication  of  the  lands. 
This  is  a  matter  in  pais ^  determinable  upon  intent  as  evidenced 
by  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  owner.  That  there  was  no 
conclusive  act  of  dedication  sliown  in  this  case  is  clear,  but  that 
is  not  a  requisite  measure  of  proof,  and  before  the  consequences 
which  a  judgment  in  ejectment  would  force  upon  the  city  are  to 
be  encountered,  it  should  be  permitte<i  to  have  such  defence 
lieard  in  the  law  court. 

It  can  scarcely  be  questioned  that  the  fact  of  subsequent  dedi- 
cation being  found,  while  it  would  in  no  measure  affect  the  vested 
right  of  the  complainants  to  be  paid  their  award,  would  defeat  a 
recovery  in  the  ejectment  suit.  But  further,  under  the  forty- 
third  section  of  the  ejectment  act  {Rei\  3-32)^  it  would  be  the 
right  of  the  defendants,  under  a  suit  in  ejectment,  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  award  at  any  time  before,  and  possibly  during  the 
trial,  and  so  defeat  the  recovery  of  the  lands.  The  defendants' 
equities  might,  therefore,  never  arise  to  be  enforced. 

The  plain  purpose  of  this  suit  was  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
damages  awarded  the  complainants  by  the  commissioners,  and  in 
justice  they  ought  to  be  paid  by  the  city,  but  such  payment 
should,  as  it  may,  be  enforced  where  such  suits  are  normally 
prosecuted. 

The  jurisdiction  cannot  be  maintained  as  a  measure  for  the 
prevention  of  irreparable  injury.  All  has  been  done  that  is  pro- 
poseil  by  (he  city  to  be  done.  No  such  injury  is  imminent  or 
contemplated. 
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hy  an  existinp^  dam  and  raceway  on  lands  of  the  grantor,  the  grantee  is  not 
1)ound  to  use  the  water  in  a  particular  manner,  though  it  he  mentioned  in  the 
■ileed  that  the  water  privileges  were  "  for  the  purpose  of  a  saw-mill."  He  may 
use  the  water  in  u  ditl'erent  manner  or  in  a  different  place,  or  increase  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  machinery  propelletl  by  it,  without  affecting  his  rights,  provided 
the  quaniity  used  is  not  increased,  and  the  change  does  not  prejudice  the  rights 
of  others. 

3.  Where  the  grant  is  of  a  water-power,  and  it  be  left  in  doubt  whether  the 
kind  of  mill  mentioned  indicates  the  quantity  of  water  and  measures  the  ex- 
tent of  the  power  intemled  to  be  granted,  or  the  grant  is  of  water  to  drive  a 
particular  kind  of  a  mill,  the  former  construction  will  be  favored. 

4.  If  the  right  to  an  casement  of  the  flow  of  water  has  been  derived  by 
grant,  it  may  Ixi  extinguislied  by  a  posses8i(>n  of  the  servient  tenement  adverse 
to  the  easement  for  the  full  period  of  twenty  years,  but  will  not  be  lost  by  mere 
non-user. 

5.  The  owner  of  an  casement  may  lose  his  right  to  it  by  acquiescence,  as 
where  he  has  discontinued  the  use  of  the  easement  under  circumstances  indi- 
Ciiting  his  intention  to  renounce  it,  and  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement, 
relying  on  his  conduct,  has  been  induced  to  make  expenditures  in  altering  and 
improving  his  premises,  which  expenditures  would  be  rendered  useless  if  the 
owner  of  the  eiu<ement  should  resume  the  use  of  it.  Under  such  circumstances 
in  some  cases  the  easement  has  been  considered  in  equity  as  extinguished, 
though  the  discontinuance  of  the  use  of  it  has  been  for  a  period  of  less  than 
twenty  years.     Cases  of  this  class  depend  on  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel. 

6.  In  1824,  E.  was  the  owner  of  a  saw-mill  driven  by  the  waters  of  a  natural 
stream,  diverte<l  from  the  stream,  and  carried  to  his  mill  by  means  of  a  dam  and 
racewav  on  the  lands  of  I).  In  Mav.  1S24,  E.  conveved  to  I)  a  moietv  of  the 
saw-mill  and  race,  together  w^ith  thecrpial  half  part  or  moiety  of  the  water  priv- 
ileges and  watercourses  belonging  to  said  saw-mill,  *'tlie  dam  to  be  raised  no 
higher  than  it  now  is,  witliout  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  the  said  raceway 
to  be  and  remain  jus  it  now  stands."  On  the  same  dav,  D.  conveved  to  E.  the 
equal  undivided  half  part  or  moiety  of  the  dam  and  {K)nd  situate  on  his  lands, 
with  the  one  equal  moiety  of  water  and  water  privileges  thereto  belonging,  for 
the  pnrprme  of  a  saw-mill,  "  thtf  dam  to  be  raised  no  higher  than  it  is  at  this 
lime,  without  the  consent  of  the  parties."  In  June,  1824,  D.  conveyed  to  W. 
his  moiety  of  the  saw-mill  and  the  water-courses,  together 'with  the  privilege,  for 
tiie  said  saw-mill,  of  the  water,  dam  and  race  on  his  lands,  *' the  dam  to  remain 
us  it  now  stands  *  *  *  and  the  race.tlam  and  pond  to  l>e  and  re- 
main where  it  now  stands,  and  not  to  be  altered."  In  1835,  W.  conveyed  to 
E.  the  moiety  of  the  mill  and  water  privileges  he  acquired  from  D.  The 
complainant  and  defendant,  respectively,  acquired  title  under  E.  and  D. — //c/c/, 

(1)  That  the  grant  was  of  an  easement  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of  so  much 
of  the  waters  of  the  stream  as  the  dam  then  standing  would  divert,  and  to  the 
use  of  the  raceway  as  it  then  was,  as  the  conduit  by  which  the  water  should 
be  carried  to  the  mill,  and  also,  as  incident  thereto,  the  right  to  cleanse  and 
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repair  the  raceway  and  dam,  and  to  do  whatever  might  be  necessary  and 
proper  to  keep  them  in  a  condition  fit  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were 
designed. 

(2)  That  a  change  in  the  location  of  the  water-course,  and  the  subetitution 
of  a  box  aqueduct,  enclosed  and  covered  over,  and  of  less  capacity  for  the 
open  raceway  through  the  servient  tenement,  was  an  injury  to  the  complain- 
ant's easement,  for  which  the  complainant  might  have  relief  in  equity. 

7.  The  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  has  no  property  or  rights  in  the 
servient  tenement  except  such  as  are  incident  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  ease- 
ment. The  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  can  do  no  act  on  his  lands  which 
interferes  substantially  with  the  easement,  or  with  those  rights  which  are  es- 
sential to  the  full  enjoyment  of  its  benefits  ;  but  the  utmost  extent  of  tlie  duty 
which  re8!s  upon  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  is  not  to  alter  its  cod- 
dition  80  as  to  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement.  How  far  the 
cvmer  of  the  servient  tenement  is  interdicted  from  acts  of  ownership  on  his 
lands  will  depend  upon  the  nature  and  qualiUes  of  the  easement. 

8.  The  chancellor  decreed  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  an  easement 
of  an  open  raceway  through  the  .defendant's  lands,  of  a  certain  width  and 
depth.  He  ordered  that  a  box  aqueduct  placed  therein  should  be  removed^ 
and  the  raceway  should  be  restored  to  its  former  condition,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant should  l>e  perpetually  enjoined  from  obstructing  the  complainant  in 
the  enjoyment  of  his  easement. — Held,  in  affirming  the  decree, 

(1)  That  the  decree  did  not  interdict  the  defendant  entirely  from  acts  of 
dominion  over  the  strip  of  land  on  which  the  raceway  was  located ;  that  the 
defendant  mi^'lit  throw  bridges  over  the  raceway  to  connect  the  two  par- 
cels into  which  his  lands  were  severed  by  the  raceway,  and  generally  might 
exercise  over  the  premises  such  nets  of  ownership  as  would  not  substantially 
interfere  with  the  complainant's  enjoyment  of  his  rights  therein  ;  and 

(2)  That  when  the  defendant  shall  have  obeyed  the  mandatory  part  of  the 
decree,  whether  the  acts  he  shall  do  in  the  future  are  an  interference  with  the 
complainant's  rights,  is  a  question  that  will  arise  when  the  inquiry  arises 
whether  the  prohibitions  of  the  injunction  have  been  disregarded. 


On  ap))eal  from  the  court  of  chancery. 

The  parties  are  owners  of  adjoining  tracts  of  land  through 
which  Green  Brook,  a  natural  water-course,  flows.  On  the 
premises  owned  hy  Hyde  is  a  mill  driven  by  the  waters  of  the 
stream  diverted  from  the  natural  bed  of  the  stream,  and  carried 
to  the  mill  by  means  of  a  dam  and  raceway.  The  complainant's 
mill  lot  contains  twelve  acres  of  land,  and  is  part  of  the  premises 
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conveyed  to  him  by  Mary  L.  and  Sarah  L.  Hotchkiss,  on  the 
23d  of  August,  1869.  North  of  his  land,  the  defendant,  John- 
ston, is  the  owner  of  the  lands  through  which  the  raceway  ex- 
tends, up  to  and  including  the  place  where  tlie  dum  is  located. 
The  length  of  the  niceway  on  tlie  lands  of  Johnston,  from  the 
dam  until  it  reaches  the  lands  of  Hyde,  is  about  eleven  hundred 
feet. 

In  1872,  Johnston  substituted  for  the  raceway  a  wooden  l)ox 
two  feet  and  eight  inches  wide,  and  one  foot  and  three  inches 
high,  ti'n  hundred  and  sixty  feet  in  length,  and  having  an  effec- 
tive fall  of  al)out  five  inclies.  This  box  was  enclosed  on  tlie  top 
and  filled  in  on  the  sides  with  earth,  and  covered  with  soil ;  and 
over  part  of  it  Johnston  constructed  a  macadamized  road  from 
his  house  to  his  stable. 

In  1874,  Hyde  entered  on  Johnston's  premises  and  attempted 
to  raise  the  gate  Johnston  had  placed  at  the  mouth  of  the  trunk 
near  the  dam.  Johnston  then  filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  Hyde  from 
interfering  with  the  wooden  aqueduct.  Hyde,  after  answering 
the  bill,  in  May,  1875,  filed  a  cross-bill  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining and  establishing  his  rights  in  the  premises. 

The  eomplaimuit,  Hyde,  in  his  cross-bill,  states  his  right  to  he 
of  'Hhe  easement  in  the  said  premises  of  said  Johnston  ;  to  have 
the  said  pond  kept  up  to  the  height  existing  in  the  year  1824; 
to  have  the  said  dam  and  raceway  maintained  in  the  same  man- 
ner  as  then  existing;  and  to  have  the  free  and  unolistructed  use 
of  the  said  water  and  the  power  thereby  to  be  derived,  for  the 
said  mill,  with  the  right,  in  addition,  of  entering  upon  the  said 
premises  upon  the  banks  of  the  said  raceway,  and  over  the  same, 
through  its  whole  length,  and  to  the  said  pond  upon  the  premises 
now  of  the  said  Johnston,  for  the  purpose  of  all  necessary  re- 
pairs, and  the  removal  of  any  obstructions  to  the  free  and  unol>- 
structed  fall  and  flow  of  the  said  water.*' 

The  pniyer  of  the  cross  bill  is,  that  it  may  be  decreed  that  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  the  easement  of  an  oi>en  raceway 
through  the  premises  of  the  defendant,  Uniding  from  the  (>ond 
to  the  mill,  and  to  the  maintenance  of  the  pond  and  dam  thereto 
annexed,  so  that  the  water  in  the  said  pond  may  l>e  of  the  same 
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height  at  which  it  was  on  the  8th  day  of  May,  1824 ;  and  that 
the  said  raceway  shall  lead  said  water  along  the  same  course,  and 
be  of  the  same  depth  and  width  as  it  then  was ;  and  that  it  may 
be  ascertained  and  decreed  what  such  average  width  and  depth 
was  and  should  be,  and  what  should  be  the  height  of  the  water 
in  the  said  pond  ;  that  the  said  box  aqueduct  may  be  decreed  to 
be  a  nuisance,  and  may,  by  the  decree  of  the  court,  be  ordered  to 
be  abated  and  removed,  and  the  said  raceway,  at  the  expense  of 
said  defendant,  be  returned  to  the  condition  in  which  it  was  at 
the  date  aforesaid,  and  that  the  defendant  may  be  perpetually 
enjoined  from  continuing,  by  means  of  said  box  aqueduct,  the 
gate  therein,  or  otherwise,  any  obstruction  to  the  full  and  free 
enjoyment  by  the  complainant  of  his  said  easement,  or  to  his 
coming  upon  the  premises  of  defendant  to  repair  or  clean  out 
said  raceway,  or  abate  any  nuisance,  accidental  or  otherwise,  to 
his  rights  in  the  premises,  or  prevent  any  obstruction  to  his  en- 
joyment of  said  easement. 

The  chancellor,  upon  final  hearing  upon  the  pleadings  and 
j)roofs,  dismissed  the  original  bill,  and,  upon  the  cross-bill,  made 
a  decree  that  the  complainant  therein  was  entitled  to  the  right 
and  easement  in  the  defendant's  lands  of  an  open  raceway 
through  the  same,  leading  from  the  pond  to  the  mill  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  to  the  maintenance  of  the  said  pond,  and  the  dam 
thereto  annexed,  so  that  the  water  should  he  kept  at  the  same 
height  that  it  was  on  the  8th  of  May,  1824;  that  the  raceway 
should  lead  along  the  same  course,  and  be  of  the  same  depth  and 
width  as  it  then  was ;  and  that  the  average  width  of  the  said 
raceway  shall  l)e  fourteen  feet  at  the  top  and  nine  feet  at  the 
bottom,  and  the  average  depth  four  feet;  and  that  the  height  of 
the  water  in  said  pond  should  be  four  feet.  The  decree  further 
ilecbred  that  the  box  aqueduct  w^as  unlawful,  and  directed  that 
it  shonhl  be  abated  and  removed,  and  that  the  raceway  should 
l)e  restored  to  the  condition  in  which  it  was  in  May,  1875,  when 
the  cross-bill  was  filed  ;  and  that  Johnston  and  all  parties  to 
claim  under  him  be  perpetually  enjoine<l  from  continuing,  by 
means  of  said  box  aqueduct,  the  gate  therein,  or  otherwise,  any 
obstruction  to  the  full  and  free  enjoyment  by  the  said  Hyde  of 
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his  said  easement,  or  to  his  coming  upon  the  premises  of  the  said 
Johnston  to  repair  or  clean  out  the  same,  or  to  abate  any  nuis- 
ance, accidental  or  otherwise,  to  his  said  rights  in  the  premises, 
or  to  prevent  any  obstruction  to  his  enjoyment  of  said  easement. 
From  this  decree  Joiinston  has  appealed. 

Mr.  R.  W.  De  Forest  and  Mr,  B.  WilUamsoii,  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Coward  and  Mr.  C.  Parker,  contra. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Depue,  J. 

Prior  to  1824  there  was  a  mill  on  the  complainant's  premises,, 
on  the  site  of  the  present  structure,  which  was  driven  by  the 
waters  of  the  stream,  diverted  therefrom  by  means  of  a  dam,  and 
conveyed  to  the  mill  through  an  open  raceway.  The  dam  and 
raceway,  at  that  time,  were  located  on  or  near  the  site  of  the  dam 
and  raceway  as  they  were  when  the  defendant  began  his  improve- 
ments in  1872. 

In  1824,  Elijah  Shotwell  was  the  owner  of  the  mill,  and  of 
the  tract  of  land  on  which  it  was  situate,  which  then  contained 
forty-one  and  ninty-three  hundredths  acres.  Next  to  this  tract 
on  the  north  was  a  tract  of  land  containing  thirty-one  and  sixty- 
five  hundredths  acres,  owned  by  Daniel  Shotwell.  The  dam  was 
on  the  last- mentioned  tract,  as  wjis  also  so  much  of  the  raceway 
as  extended  to  the  line  of  Elijah  Shotwell's  lands. 

Elijah  Shotwell  acquired  title  to  the  tract  of  forty-one  and 
ninty-three  hundredths  acres  in  1809,  by  conveyance  from 
Elijah  Pound.  Daniel  Shotwell  acquired  his  title  to  the  tract  of 
thirty- one  and  sixty-five  hundredths  acres  in  1822,  by  con- 
veyance from  Asa  F.  Randolph.  By  a  deed  bearing  date  on  the 
8th  day  of  May,  1824,  Elijah  Shotwell  made  a  conveyance  in 
fee  to  Daniel  Shotwell,  in  which  the  premises  conveyed  are  de- 
scribed as  "all  that  one  equal  half  of  a  tract  or  parcel  of  land  and 
premises,  being  the  one  equal  half  part  or  moiety  of  a  saw- mill 
and  race,  together  with  the  one  equal  half  part  or  moiety  of  the 
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water  privileges  and  water-courses  belonging  to  said  saw-mill, 
<Tected  on  the  said  Elijah  Shotwell,  with  the  privil^e  of  a  walk 
on  the  race-bank  to  said  saw-mill  from  the  dam  that  is  erected 
for  the  said  saw-mill  as  it  now  stands;  the  dam  to  be  raised  do 
higher  than  it  now  is,  without  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  the 
said  race  to  he  and  remain  as  it  now  stands." 

By  a  deed  bearing  date  on  the  same  8th  day  of  May,  1824, 
Daniel  Shotwell  made  a  conveyance  to  Elijah  Shotwell  of 
premises  described  as  "all  that  equal  half  of  a  tract  or  parcel  of 
land  and  premises,  being  the  one  equal,  undivided  half  part  or 
moiety  of  the  dam  and  pond  erected  on  the  said  Daniel  Shot- 
well,  together  with  the  one  equal  moiety  of  the  water  and  water 
privileges  thereunto  belonging,  situated  on  Green  Brook,  for  the 
purpose  of  a  saw-mill  erected  on  the  said  Elijah  Shotwell,  as  it 
now  stands,  the  dam  to  be  raised  no  higher  than  it  is  at  this 
time  without  the  consent  of  the  parties." 

By  these  two  conveyances  of  May  8th,  1824,  Elijah  and  Dan- 
iel became  joint  owners  of  the  mill  and  of  the  water  privileges, 
including  the  pond,  dam  and  raceway — each  continuing  to  be 
the  owner  in  severalty  of  the  adjacent  lands.  On  the  23d  of 
June,  1824,  Daniel  conveyed  his  moiety  of  the  mill,  with  its 
water  privileges,  to  William  B.  Shotwell,  who  in  turn,  by  a  deeil 
dated  December  10th,  1835,  conveyed  the  same  to  Elijah,  who 
thus  became  the  owner  in  severalty  of  the  mill  and  its  water 
privileges.  Elijah  was  then  the  owner  of  the  tract  of  forty-one 
and  ninety-three  hundredths  acres,  which  he  purchased  of 
Pound  in  1809,  including  the  mill,  with  such  water  privileges  as 
were  granted  by  the  deeds  of  May  8th,  1824.  In  the  deed  from 
Daniel  to  William  P.  Shotwell,  made  in  June,  1824,  for  his 
moiety  of  the  mill,  there  is  an  express  grant  of  "  all  the  water- 
courses, together  with  all  the  privileges  of  the  race  above  and 
the  race  below,  that  the  said  Daniel  Shotwell  is  possessed  of, 
the  lauds  of  the  said  Daniel  Shotwell  and  Nathan  Vail, 
and  also  the  privileges  for  the  said  saw-mill,  of  the  water,  dam 
and  rac^  on  the  lands  that  the  said  Daniel  Shotwell  purchased 
of  Asa  F.  Randolph,  *  *  *  and  the  dam  to  remain  as  it 
now  stands,  *  *  *  and  the  race,  dam  and  pond  to  be  and 
remain  where  it  now  stands^  and  not  to  be  altered/^ 
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The  complainant,  when  this  bill  was  filed,  was  the  owner  of 
twelve  acres  of  the  tract  of  forty-one  and  ninety-three  hun- 
dredths acres,  including  the  mill  and  its  water  riglit«%,  having 
acquired  his  title  by  divers  mesne  conveyances  from  Elijah.  The 
defendant  is  the  owner  of  the  residue  of  the  tract  of  forty- one 
and  ninety-three  hundredths  acres  owned  by  Elijah  in  1824, 
iind  also  of  the  tract  of  thirty-one  and  sixty-five  hundredths 
acres  owned  by  Daniel  at  that  time.  He  acquired  title  to  these 
two  tracts  in  different  parcels  at  several  times,  by  divers  mesne 
<x>nveyances.  The  dam  and  about  two  hundred  feet  of  the  race- 
way are  on  the  tract  of  thirty-one  and  sixty-five  hundredths 
acres  which  was  owned  by  Daniel  in  1824.  The  rest  of  the  race- 
way, until  it  reaches  the  complainant's  lands,  lies  u))on  that  part 
of  the  tract  of  forty-one  and  ninety-three  hundredths  acres 
which  defendant  owns  by  a  title  derived  from  Elijah. 

In  view  of  the  claim  of  right  in  the  bill,  and  the  prayer  for 
relief,  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  refer  to  the  provisions  on 
this  subject  contained  in  the  intermediate  title  deeds  of  the  par- 
ties. The  case  made  in  the  bill,  the  prayer  for  relief  and  the 
decree  of  the  chancellor  are  based  upon  the  condition  of  things 
in  1824.  If  the  complainant  acquired  greater  rights  in  parts  of 
the  defendant's  land  by  the  intermediate  deeds  of  conveyance, 
such  rights  are  not  within  the  right  claimed  in  his  bill  or  within 
the  prayer  for  relief. 

It  should,  however,  be  remarked  that,  in  the  claim  of  title  of 
the  parties  from  Elijah  and  Daniel  Shotwell,  the  water  rights 
and  privileges,  as  they  existed  in  1824,  are  preserved  by  recitals 
and  reservations  contained  in  the  intermediate  deeds  of  convey- 
ance. Indeed,  it  is  not  disputed  that  the  complainant  acquired, 
by  his  deed  from  the  Hotchkisses  in  1869,  the  right  to  the  use 
of  the  waters  of  the  stream  as  they  had  been  used  theretofore ; 
nor  is  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  have  the  dam  and  its 
pondage  maintained  at  their  present  height  denied.  The  con- 
tention of  the  defendant  is,  first,  that  Hyde  is  not  entitled  to  any 
relief  on  his  cross-bill,  and  that,  if  he  has  succeeded  in  the  suit, 
he  is  only  entitled  to  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction  granted  on 
the  original  bill ;  second,  that  he  has  abandoned  or  lost  his  ease- 
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meut  bv  non-user  or  by  the  appropriation  of  the  water  to  an- 
other and  a  different  use  from  that  to  which  it  was  limited; 
third,  that  he  is  concluded  from  the  relief  sought  bv  the  cross- 
bill by  an  equitable  estoppel  arising  from  his  acquiescence  in  ex- 
penditures and  improvements  made  by  Johnston  ;  fourth,  that 
if  he  is  entitled  to  anv  relief  other  than  a  dissolution  of  the  in- 
junction  granteil  upon  the  original  bill,  he  is  only  entitled,  under 
the  pleadings  and  proofs,  to  have  the  wvXeT  conveyeil  fn>m  the 
dam  across  the  lands  of  Johnston  bv  a  viaduct  of  sufficient 
capacity  to  permit  the  flow  of  so  much  water  as  Jie  is  entitled  to 
have  from  the  stream,  and  that  he  has  no  grounds  for  complaint 
if  such  a  viaduct  has,  in  fact,  been  constructed,  to  be  maintained 
by  said  Johnston  at  his  own  expense.  The  defendant  insists 
that,  as  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  he  may  pro- 
vide for  the  transmission  of  the  water  through  his  lands  in 
such  a  manner  and  by  means  of  such  contrivances  as  may  be  ad- 
vantageous to  his  interest,  provided  he  does  not  impede  the  flow 
or  diminish  the  quantity  of  the  water,  if  he  assumes  the  burden 
of  constructing  and  keeping  in  repair  the  aqueduct  by  which 
that  result  shall  Ix?  etfectod.  In  the  brief  of  counsel,  a  commis- 
sion is  a-ked  for  to  ascertain  the  necessary  facts  for  a  decree  of 
the  import  just  mentioned. 

The  right  of  the  complainant  to  the  flow  of  the  water,  inde- 
pendent of  the  equitable  defences  interposed  by  the  defendant, 
being  undisputed,  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  in  the 
premises  is  too  well  settled  to  be  a  matter  of  contention.  Under 
such  circumstances,  a  court  of  equity  may,  by  preliminary  in- 
junction, interpose  to  prevent  the  threatened  injury,  and  on  final 
hearing  may,  by  a  mandatory  injunction,  com|)el  the  restoration 
of  the  premises  to  the  condition  in  which  they  were  before  the 
com|)lainant\s  rights  were  interfered  with.  In  such  a  ca*^,  a 
mandator)'  injunction  is  nothing  more  than  a  means  of  executing 
the  judgment  or  decree  of  the' court,  and  is  necessary  to  carry  its 
de(Tee  into  execution.  Rogers  Locomotive  Worhi  v.  Erie  Rdil- 
way  Co.,  o  C.  E.  Gr.  S79 ;  Carlisle  v.  Cooper,  6  Id,  576; 
Belknap  v.  Trimble,  3  Paige  677 ;  Corning  v.   Troy  Iron  Co,, 
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40  N,  F.  191 ;  Kerr  on  Injunctions  ^31 ;  Ooukon  &  Forbes  on 
Waters  666. 

Before  1824  the  mill  on  the  complainant's  premises  was  used 
as  a  saw-mill.  In  the  deeds  of  1824  the  mill  is  called  a  saw- 
mill ;  and  in  the  deed  from  Daniel  to  Elijah  the  water  privil^es 
are  described  as  being  "  for  the  purpose  of  a  saw-mill." 

In  LvJUreWs  case,  If,  Coke  (  Vol.  ^part  4)  86,  the  plaintiff  declared 
that,  4  Martiij  4O  Etiz.,  he  was  seized  in  fee  of  two  old  and  rainoas 
fnlling-mills,  and  that  from  time  immemorial  magna  pars  aquas 
cujusdam  rivuU  ran  from  a  place  called  Head  Wear  to  said  mills, 
and  that  afterwards  he  palled  down  the  said  mills  and  erected 
two  mills  to  grind  corn,  and  that  the  defendant  broke  the  bank 
and  diverted  the  water  from  his  mills.  The  defendant  claimed 
that  the  plaintiff,  in  tearing  down  the  old  falling-mills,  and 
building  the  new  mills,  had  destroyed  his  prescription,  and  could 
not  prescribe  for  a  water-course  to  the  grist-mills.  But  it  was 
resolved  that  mill  was  the  substance  and  thing  demanded,  and 
the  addition  of  grist  or  fulling  was  but  to  show  the  quality  of 
the  mill,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  alter  the  mill  into  whatever 
nature  of  a  mill  he  pleased,  provided  no  prejudice  should  arise 
thereby,  either  by  diverting  or  stopping  the  water  as  it  was  before. 
Ever  since  Luttrell's  case  it  has  been  considered  settled  law  that, 
when  the  easement  is  of  a  certain  quantity  of  water,  the  owner 
is  not  bound  to  use  it  in  a  particular  manner,  though  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  is  used  be  mentioned  in  the  grant.  He  may 
use  the  water  in  a  different  manner  or  at  a  different  place,  or  in- 
crease the  capacity  of  the  machinery  which  is  propelled  by  it, 
without  affecting  his  right,  provided  the  quantity  used  is  not  in- 
creased and  the  change  does  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  others. 
Saunders  v.  Nefomany  1  B.  A  Aid.  268 ;  HaU  v.  Oldroyd,  I4, 
if.  &  W.  789;  Waits  v.  Kelson,  L.  R.  {6  Ch.)  166;  Older  v. 
Shipman,  36  N.  Y.  633;  Carlisle  v.  Choper,  6  C.  E.  Or.  696. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  grant  contained  in  the  deeds  of  1824  U 
a  grant  of  a  certain  quantity  of  water.  The  call  for  the  dam  at 
its  then  present  height,  and  for  the  raceway  as  it  then  was, 
makes  it  appupent  that  saeh  was  the  purpose  of  the  potties. 

41 
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When  the  grant  is  of  a  water-power,  and  it  be  left  in  doobt 
whether  the  kind  of  mill  mentioned  indicates  the  quantity  of 
water,  and  measures  tlie  extent  of  the  power  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed, or  the  grant  is  of  water  to  drive  a  particular  kind  of 
mill,  the  former  construction  will  be  favored,  because  it  is  most 
favorable  to  the  grantee  without  being  more  onerous  to  the 
grantor.  Ashley  v.  Pond,  18  Pick.  268,  Grants  referring  to 
the  pur|K)se  for  which  the  water  is  to  be  used  iu  much  more  spe* 
cific  and  precise  terms  than  those  now  under  consideration  have 
been  held  to  be  grants  of  a  certain  quantity  of  water  for  un- 
limited use  as  a  water-power,  and  not  grants  of  water  to  be 
used  for  the  specifie<l  purpose  only.  Cromwell  v.  Seldotiy  3  Camd, 
253 ;  Borst  v.  Empie,  1  Seld,  33 ;  Olmstead  v.  LoonUSy  5  Id. 
4£3;  Prall  v.  Lamson,  2  Allen  275;  Angell  on  Water- Courae^j 
§  14^  a  to  149  h.  The  mill  has  at  times  since  1824  been  used 
for  manufacturing  purposes  of  different  kinds,  and  at  one  time 
the  power  needed  was  obtained  by  using  a  steam  engine  in  ad- 
dition to  the  water-power.  But  for  none  of  these  uses  was  more 
water  used  or  obtained  than  was  supplied  by  the  dam  and  water- 
power  as  it  was  in  1824. 

Nor  has  the  complainant  lost  his  rigiit  to  the  water  by  a  cesser 
of  use.  Mere  non-user  of  a  prescriptive  right  will  not  destroy 
the  right  unless  there  be  evidence  of  an  intention  to  abandon  it 
Croasley  v.  Lightowlery  L,  R,  {2  Ch,)  Ii78.  If  the  right  has  been 
derived  by  grant,  it  may  be  extinguished  by  possession  of  the 
servient  tenement  adverse  to  the  easement  for  the  full  period  of 
twenty  years,  but  will  not  be  lost  by  mere  non-user.  GowlMe  v. 
Cooper,  4  a  E.  Gr,  256;  StUweU  v.  Horner,  6  Vr.  307; 
Townshend  v.  McDonald,  2  Keir,  381;  Smylea  v.  HasUng,22 
N.  Y.  217;  Arnold  v.  StevenSy  24  Pick.  106;  Cheer  v.  Fxeliy 
102  Mass.  91-114  ;  Goddard  on  Ease.  (BenneU's  ed)  4,64.  The 
mill  has  been  in  general  use  since  1824.  At  times  the  race- 
way has  been  dilapidated,  and  for  about  one  year  the  mill  lav 
idle,  by  reason  of  a  disagreement  between  the  complainant  and 
his  tenants. 

There  are  cases  in  which  the  owner  of  an  easement  has  been 
considered  as  having  lost  his  easement  by  acquiescence,  as  where 
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he  has  discontinued  the  use  of  the  easement  under  circumstances 
indicating  his  intention  to  renounce  it,  and  the  owner  of  the  ser- 
vient tenement,  relying  on  his  conduct,  has  been  induced  to  make 
expenditures,  in  altering  and  improving  his  premises,  which  ex- 
penditures would  be  made  useless  if  the  owner  of  the  easement 
should  resume  the  use  of  it.  Under  such  circumstances,  in  some 
cases,  the  easement  has  in  equity  been  considered  as  extinguished, 
though  the  discontinuance  of  the  use  of  it  has  been  for  a  period 
less  than  twenty  years.  Daviea  v.  Marshall,  10  C,  B,  (N.  S.)  697; 
Stokoe  V.  Singers,  8  E.  &  B.  31 ;  Liggins  v.  Inge,  7  Bing.  682  ; 
Morse  v.  Oopeland,  2  Oray  302  ;  Raritan  Waier  Ponoer  Co,  v. 
VeghU,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  4,63;  Case  of  the  Water-Courses,  2  Eq.  Gas. 
Abr.  022;  Williams  v.  Earl  of  Jersey,  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  91;  Duke 
of  Devonshire  v.  Eglin,  I4,  Beav,  530  ;  Haight  v.  Proprietors,  4 
Wash,  a  a  601;  M.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pi-uden,  6  G  E.  Or. 
S31 ;  2  Am.  Lead.  Cos.  579  ;  Coulson  &  Forbes  on  Waters  208. 
Cases  of  this  class  depend  upon  the  doctrine  of  an  equitable 
estoppel. 

There  are  no  facts  in  this  case  upon  which  it  can  be  held  that 
the  complainant's  easement  has  been  extinguished  by  an  adverse 
possession,  or  that  the  complainant  is  concluded  from  the  right 
to  the  use  of  the  easement  by  an  equitable  estoppel.  If  the  doc- 
trine of  equitable  estoppel  has  any  application  in  this  case,  it  will 
be  when  we  come  to  consider  whether  or  not  the  complainant  has 
disentitled  himself  to  any  other  right  than  to  have  the  water 
delivered  to  him  on  his  premises  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
defendant  has  made  provision  for  its  delivery. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  above  indicated,  with  respect 
to  the  equitable  defences  interposed  by  the  defendant,  I  turn 
now  to  the  consideration  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  com- 
plainant's rights,  and  the  relief  he  is  entitled  to  on  his  cross-bill. 

The  complainant  founds  his  right  to  an  easement  in  the  defend- 
ant's lands  upon  an  express  grant.  The  question  is,  therefore, 
one  of  construction  only. 

Speaking  generally  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
grant,  it  is  a  grant  of  a  water-course.  A  grant  of  a  water-course 
may  mean  either  the  easement  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of  water, 
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or  it  may  mean  the  channel  pipe  or  drain  which  contains  the 
water,  or  the  land  over  which  it  flows ;  and  if  the  context  does 
not  show  an  intention  to  make  a  different  grant,  it  will  mean  ati 
easement  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of  the  water.  Taylor  v.  Corp, 
of  St.  Helen's,  6  Ch.  I)iv.  271-7.  A  grant  of  " a  wat»r- 
course  flowing  or  descending  from  a  head  weir  *  *  in  and 
through  a  meadow,  *  *  and  from  thence  conveyo<l  hy  a 
trough  into  a  meadow/'  is  not  a  grant  of  the  soil  of  the  channel, 
but  subjects  the  channel  to  an  easement  of  the  flow  of  water 
through  the  channel.  Doe  v.  Williama,  11  Q.  B.  688-700.  The 
use  of  an  artificial  channel  over  the  lands  of  another,  througli 
which  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream  have  flowed  for  the  pre- 
scriptive period,  will  give  an  easement  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of 
the  water  througli  that  channel,  and  the  right  to  sue  for  the 
interruption  of  that  easement.  Beestone  v.  WaUe,  5  E.&  B.  985- 
995.  In  Woriham  v.  Hurley,  1  E.  &  B.  665,  the  grant,  whicli 
was  by  a  deed,  was  of  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream,  to  be 
allowed  to  flow  in  a  free,  uninterruptod  course,  through  a  desig- 
nated channel  which  had  been  artificially  constructed  over  the 
lands  of  the  grantor,  with  a  covenant  by  the  grantee  to  keep  the 
channel  in  repair  and  properly  scoured ;  and  it  was  adjudged 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  channel  was  specified,  and  the  right  was^ 
given  to  enter  and  clean  the  channel,  the  grant  operateil  as  a 
grant  of  the  easement  of  the  water-course  therein  described,  and 
that  a  change  of  the  channel  on  the  servient  tenement  would  be 
an  injury  to  the  right.  The  defendant  insisted  ihnt  the  water,, 
though  diverted  from  a  part  of  the  channel,  was  restored  to  it  at 
a  lower  spot,  so  that,  in  effect,  the  plaintiff*  had  the  full  use  of 
the  water;  but  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  deed 
operated  as  a  grant  of  the  easement  of  a  water-course  therein 
described,  and  that  the  grantee  acquired  a  right  in  respect  of  that 
channel  such  as  that  a  change  in  the  channel  was  an  injury  to 
the  right  for  which  he  might  sue,  though  he  had,  in  fact,  sus- 
tained no  actual  damage. 

In  Johnson  v.  Jacqui,  10  C.  E.  Or.;  11  Id.  321;  12  Id. 
552,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  bad  obtained  a 
grant  by  deed  from  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  of  the 
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right  to  take  the  water  from  a  pond  of  the  latter,  across  his  lands, 
""  as  now  carried  in  the  trunk  or  feeder  that  carries  the  water 
from  said  pond  to  the  grist-mill  pond"  &c.  By  the  widening 
of  a  highway  the  trunk  came  within  the  lines  of  the  public  road, 
and  the  owner  of  the  easement  proposed  to  renew  the  trunk,  and, 
in  part,  change  its  location  on  the  land  of  the  grantor.  He  was 
enjoined  from  making  any  alteration  in  the  location  of  the  trunk, 
although  the  deed  expressly  granted  him  the  right  to  enter  upon 
the  lands  of  the  grantor  ^*  along  and  adjoining  said  trunk  or 
feeder,  to  alter,  repair  or  renew  the  same  at  his  convenience." 
This  court  held  that  the  deed  created  an  easement  of  an  artificial 
water-way  on  a  defined  line  over  the  servient  tenement,  which 
could  not  be  changed  to  other  lands  of  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement  without  his  consent.  The  case  cited  is  an  authority  for 
the  one  in  hand,  for  it  was  decided  in  a  construction  of  a  deed 
of  grant,  which  is  applicable  to  both  the  owner  of  the  easement 
and  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  and  it  was  so  considered 
by  Mr.  Justice  Knapp  in  his  opinion  in  this  court.  1^  C.  E,  Or. 
655. 

The  raceway  was  in  existence  and  in  use  when  the  deeds  of 
1824  were  made.  So  far  back  as  the  testimony  has  gone  (upwards 
of  thirty  years),  the  raceway  is  described  as  an  open  raceway. 
The  evidence  raises  no  doubt  that  it  was  such  in  1824.  The  deeds 
of  that  date  are  to  be  construed  in  reference  to  the  state  and  con- 
dition of  the  premises  at  that  time.  Hall  v.  Lund,  1  H,  &  C 
676.  They  establish  the  height  of  the  dam  us  it  then  was,  and 
provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the  raceway  as  it  then  doodj 
with  the  privilege  of  a  walk  on  the  race-bank  from  the  saw-mill 
to  the  dam — ^'  tlie  said  race,  dam  and  pond  to  remain  where  they 
DOW  stand  J  and  not  to  be  altered."  On  the  construction  of  these 
deeds  it  is  clear  that  the  grant  was  of  an  easement  of  the  right 
to  the  flow  of  so  much  of  the  water  of  the  stream  as  the  dam 
then  standing  would  divert,  and  of  the  use*of  the  raceway,  as 
it  then  was,  as  the  conduit  by  which  the  water  should  be  carried 
to  the  mill.  Incident  to  the  rights  granted  is  the  right  to  enter 
on  the  lands  of  the  grantor  to  cleanse  and  repair  the  raceway 
and  dam,  and  to  do  wliatever  might  be  necessary  and  proper  to 
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keep  them  in  a  condition  fit  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were 
designed.  Pomfret  v.  Recroft,  1  Wnia.  Sound.  323 ;  Preacod  v. 
Waite^  21  Pick.  34,1;  Gadxlard  on  Eiae.  285.  The  easement  is 
a  unity  consisting  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of  water  and  of  the 
use  of  the  raceway,  and  the  right  to  enter  to  scour  and  repair. 
Pder  V.  Banid^  5  C.  B.  567;  QnUson  &  Forbes  on  Waten  229. 

For  this  easement  the  defendant  proposes  to  substitute  another 
and  a  different  easement,  consisting  of  the  right  to  the  same  flow 
of  water  carried  over  his  lands  by  contrivances  devised  and  oan- 
structed  by  himself,  and  to  be  maintained  at  his  own  expense — 
substituting  an  enclosed  and  covered  culvert,  of  less  capacity,  for 
an  open  raceway;  and  his  obligation  to  amend  and  keep  in  repair 
in  the  place  of  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  easement  to  enter 
and  make  repairs  whensoever  they  may  bf  necessary.  The  change 
is  one  that  materially  affects  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  ease- 
ment, and  cannot  be  made  without  the  consent  of  the  latter. 

On  this  head  the  defendant  contends  that  the  complainant  has 
waived  his  legal  rights  by  acquiescence  in  the  alterations  and  im- 
provements made  by  the  defendant.  The  proof  is  that  the 
defendant  began  his  improvements  in  1872,  in  which  he  has 
expended  $6,000,  of  which  $1,000  was  expended  in  the  construc- 
tion of  tlie  wooden  aqueduct.  But  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
defendant  was  induced  to  incur  this  expenditure  on  the  faith  of 
the  abandonment,  by  the  complainant,  of  his  water  rights  and 
privileges  as  they  had  been  enjoyed  since  1824.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  is  quite  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  complainant  insisted  on  his  rights  as  he  had  previously 
enjoyed  them,  and  that  he  gave  no  consent  to  the  proposed  alter- 
ations. Under  such  circumstances  there  is  no  ground  on  which 
an  equitable  estoppel  can  be  rested,  or  on  which  he  can  be  com- 
pelled to  accept  an  enclosed  culvert  of  the  proposed  dimensions 
in  the  place  of  an  open  raceway. 

Nor  is  the  complainant  concluded  from  insisting  on  his  right 
to  such  a  raceway  as  he  is  entitled  to  through  the  defendant's 
lands,  by  the  action  of  the  public  authorities  in  laying  and  open- 
ing Farragut  avenue  over  the  raceway.  In  addition  to  the 
reasons  assigned  by  the  chancellor  for  considering  the  condition 
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of  the  raceway  under  the  avenue  as  no  impediment  in  the  way 
of  the  relief  sought,  it  may  be  added  that  the  defendant  cannot 
justify  under  the  action  of  the  public  authorities.  If  the  public 
has  infringed  on  the  complainant's  rights,  he  may  have  his  re- 
dress against  the  public  authorities,  if  no  compensation  has  been 
made  to  him  for  the  injury  suffered. 

The  chancellor  held  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  an 
easement  of  an  open  raceway  through  the  defendant's  lands, 
along  the  same  course,  and  of  the  same  width  and  depth,  as  it 
was  in  1824.  He  ascertained  its  average  width  to  be  fourteen 
feet  at  the  top  and  mine  feet  at  the  bottom,  and  its  average  depth 
to  be  four  leet.  He  decreed  the  box  aqueduct  constructed  by 
the  defendant  to  be  unlawful,  and  ordered  that  it  should  be 
removed,  and  that  the  raceway  should  be  restored  to  its  former 
condition  at  the  defendant's  expense,  and  that  the  complainant 
should  be  protected  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  easement  by  a  per- 
petual injunction.     I  think  his  decree  should  be  affirmed. 

Some  criticism  was  made,  on  the  argument,  upon  the  language 
of  that  part  of  the  decree  which  adjudged  that  the  complainant 
is  entitle<I  to  "  an  easement  of  an  open  raceway."  It  was  said 
that  the  decree  gives  to  the  complainant  absolute  and  entire  do- 
minion over  the  strip  of  land  on  which  the  raceway  is  located, 
and  that  the  defendant  is  excluded  from  all  right  in  that  part  of 
his  lands.  I  do  not  so  understand  the  import  and  legal  effect  of 
the  decree. 

The  decree  adjudges  that  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  an 
easement,  which,  in  legal  signification,  imports  an  interest  in  the 
lands — the  ownership  of  which  is  in  another — an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  consisting  of  the  right  to  use  the  lands  of  another 
for  the  purposes  for  which  the  easement  was  created,  with  the 
privilege  of  doing  on  the  servient  tenement  such  acts  as  are  essen- 
tial to  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement  itself.  The  owner  of  the 
land  over  which  the  easement  extends,  so  far  as  the  easement  is 
capable  of  being  exercised,  is  deprived  of  an  incident  of  prop- 
erty, and  the  owner  of  the  easement  acquires  by  it,  just  to  the; 
same  extent,  an  interest  in  the  land  itself.  Phear  on  Waters  58. 
Considered  with  regard  to  the  servient  tenement,  an  easement  is 
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but  a  change  or  obligation  curtailing  the  ordinaiy  rights  of  prop- 
erty {GcUe  on  Ease.  6),  which  remain  in  the  owner  of  the  lands 
subject  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement.    Wash,  on  Ease.  227. 

The  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  has  no  property  or 
riglit»  in  the  servient  tenement  except  such  as  are  incident  to  tlie 
enjoyment  of  his  easement.  So  strictly  is  this  principle  ad- 
hered to,  that  when  the  owner  of  an  easement  of  a  water-coarse 
ezerciies  the  right  to  cleanse  the  channel  through  the  servient 
tenement,  his  right  to  remove  the  materials  taken  oot  will  de- 
pend upon  the  circumstance  whether  they  are  or  are  not  usefnl 
or  beneficial  to  the  owner  of  the  soil ;  and  if  he  does  remove 
them,  it  is  his  duty  to  do  so  in  a  reasonable  time  and  in  a  manner 
least  prejudicial  to  the  owner  of  the  land.  PrescM  v.  WhiUy  21 
Pick.  3^1. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  can  do 
no  act  on  his  lands  which  interferes,  substantially,  with  the  ease- 
ment, or  with  those  rights  which  are  requisite  to  the  full  enjoy- 
ment of  its  benefits ;  but  the  utmost  extent  of  the  duty  which 
rests  on  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  is  not  to  alter  its 
condition  so  as  to  interfere  with  tiie  enjoyment  of  the  easement. 
Gale  on  Ease,  7.  339.  How  far  the  owner  of  the  servient  tene- 
ment is  interdicted  from  acts  of  ownership  on  his  lands,  will 
depend  on  the  nature  and  qualities  of  the  easement.  The  owner 
of  land  over  which  the  grantor  has  reserved  a  passage-way 
"  for  carrying  and  recarrying  wood  and  any  other  thing  through 
the  same,"  may  lawfully  cover  the  same  with  a  building,  if  he 
leave  a  space  so  wide,  high  and  light  that  the  way  is  substan- 
tially as  convenient  as  before,  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
reserved.  Atkins  v.  Boardman,  2  Mete.  4^7.  But  when  tenants 
in  common  made  partition  of  their  lands,  except  a  certain  pas- 
sage-way or  court,  called  Central  Court,  and  covenanted  that  the 
part  not  set  off  in  the  partition  should  ''  be  lefl,  and  always  lie 
o{>en  for  the  passage-way  or  court  aforesaid,  for  the  common  use 
and  benefit  of  both  the  said  parties  and  their  respective  estates," 
it  was  held  that  the  parties  had  not  only  a  right  of  way,  but  also 
a  right  to  have  the  whole  court  open  for  light  and  air;  and  a 
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bridge  over  the  court,  connecting  the  buildings  on  each  side, 
which  seriously  incommoded  the  one  party,  was  enjoined.  Salis- 
bury V.  Andrews,  1-28  Mass.  3S6, 

In  one  sense  an  open  raceway  is  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  complainant's  rights;  but  it  cannot  be  imagined  that  a  race- 
way open  %isque  ad  ccelum,  and  throughout  the  entire  length  of 
the  raceway,  is  necessary  to  that  end.  The  easement  of  the  com- 
plainant is  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of  the  water  through  the 
channel,  with  the  right  to  keep  up  and  maintain  the  banks  of 
the  raceway,  and  to  scour  and  cleanse  the  same  when  necessary. 
The  box  aqueduct  which  the  defendant  placed  in  the  raceway 
was  a  plain  invasion  of  the  complainant's  rights,  and  the  chan- 
cellor decreed  that  it  should  be  removed.  The  chancellor,  also, 
by  an  injunction,  in  general  terms,  perpetually  enjoined  the 
defendant  from  obstructing  the  full  and  free  enjoyment  by  the 
corapTainant  of  his  easement,  and  of  his  right  to  cleanse  and 
repair;  but  he  did  not  determine,  in  advance,  what  acts  of  the 
defendant  in  the  future  would  be  a  violation  of  the  complain- 
ant's rights.  The  defendant  may  throw  bridges  over  the  race- 
way to  connect  the  two  parcels  into  which  his  lands  are  severed 
by  the  raceway,  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  impair  the  complain- 
ant's rights,  and  generally  may  exercise  over  the  premises  such 
acts  of  ownership  as  do  not  sulistantially  interfere  with  the  enjoy- 
ment by  the  complainant  of  his  rights  therein.  Such  acts  are 
the  incidents  of  his  title  as  the  owner  of  his  lands,  and  have  not 
been  surrendered  to  the  complainant.  Whether  the  acts  he  shall 
do  in  the  future,  when  he  shall  have  obeyed  the  mandatory  part 
of  the  decree,  are  substantially  an  interference  with  the  com- 
plainant's rights,  is  a  question  which  will  arise  when  the  inquiry 
arises  whether  the  prohibitions  of  the  injunction  have  been  dis- 
regarded. 

The  decree  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Decree  unanimously  affirmed. 
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Archibald  K.  Brown,  appellant, 

V. 

Joseph  M.  Brown  et  al.,  respondents. 

1.  The  specific  performance  of  contracts  is  a  mode  of  redress  grounded 
upon  the  impracticabilitj  or  inadequacy  of  legal  remedies  to  compensate  for 
the  damages  which  the  party  seeking  it  will  suffer  by  the  default  of  the  other 
in  keeping  his  bargain. 

2.  It  is  only  rhen  the  remedy  at  law  will  not  put  the  party  in  a  situation 
as  beneficial  to  him  as  if  the  agreement  were  specifically  performed  thai 
equity  will  interfere. 

3.  Where  jurisdiction  exists,  the  remedy  is  not  of  right;  the  court  holds  it 
in  judicial  discretion,  controlled  by  principles  of  equity  and  justice. 

4.  The  bargain  or  promise  to  be  enforced,  whether  ¥rritten  or  verbal,  mivt 
possess,  in  substance  and  external  form,  the  requisites  of  a  valid  contract 

5.  It  must  have  been  completely  determined  between  the  parties,  and  it» 
terms  definitely  ascertained. 

6.  So  long  as  negotiations  are  pending  over  matters  regarded  by  the  paitiei 
as  material  to  the  contract,  and  until  they  are  settled,  and  the  minds  of  tbe 
contracting  parties  meet  upon  them,  it  is  not  a  contract,  although,  as  to  some 
matters,  they  may  be  agreed. 

7.  Where  it  was  sought  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  agree- 
ment to  assign  in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  the  complainant  and  five  other 
creditors,  the  defendant's  interest  under  a  will,  and  it  appeared  that  at  the 
interview  during  which  the  alleged  parol  agreement  was  entered  into,  tlie 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  assignment  were  in  a  measure,  but  not  entirely, 
ascertained  ;  it  being  understood  at  that  time  that  the  assignee  was  to  pay  the 
creditors  first,  and  then  reconvey  the  remainder  to  the  assignor,  but  as  to  pro- 
vision for  the  defendant's  own  support  out  of  that  interest,  and  his  release 
and  discharge  from  those  creditors'  claims  no  agreement  was  reached ;  and 
aflerwards  the  defendant,  using  a  form  drafted  for  him  by  the  creditors,  ooo- 
taining  such  provision,  prepared,  signed  and  sealed  an  instrument  of  assign- 
ment, and  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  creditors  omitted  therefrom  all  such 
provision,  but  refused  to  deliver  the  instrument,  on  the  ground  that  such  pro- 
vision was  first  to  be  made,  and  the  creditors  to  release  and  discharge  him 
from  their  demand — Held,  that  there  is  no  such  contract  established  between 
the  complainants  and  defendant  as  a  court  of  equity  can  and  will  perform 
by  its  decree.  • 

8.  In  such  case  there  was  no  delivery  of  the  deed  of  assignment,  and, 
therefore,  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained  as  a  proceeding  to  obtain  pooocasioo 
of  a  deed  or  muniment  of  title. 
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9.  What  acts  or  words  shall  constitute  a  delivery  must  depend  upon  the 
circumstances  of  each  case. 

10.  A  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed  unless  the  existence  and 
terms  of  the  contract  be  clearly  proved.  If  it  be  reasonably  doubtful  whether 
the  contract  was  finally  closed,  equity  will  not  interfere. 

11.  The  proposal  made  by  the  defendant  was,  as  to  all  the  creditors  named, 
an  entirety,  and  was  not  capable  of  severance. 

12.  The  failure  of  a  part  of  the  creditors  to  agree  to  a  condition  embracing 
all  would  be  a  total,  not  a  partial,  failure  to  accept  such  conditions. 

13.  A  devise  of  rents  arising  out  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  real  estate, 
which  the  executors  were  authorized  and  directed  to  sell,  is  an  interest  in 
lands  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  its  transfer  must  be  evidenced  by  a 
note  or  memorandum  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith. 

14.  In  order  to  enforce  the  performance  of  a  contract  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  on  the  ground  of  part  performance,  (1)  the  parol  agreement  relied  on 
must  be  certain  and  definite  in  its  terms ;  (2)  the  acts  proved  in  part  per- 
formance must  refer  to,  result  from,  or  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  agree- 
ment proved ;  (3)  the  agreement  must  have  been  so  far  executed  that  a  refusal 
of  full  execution  would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  party,  and  place  him  in  a 
situation  which  does  not  lie  in  compensation. 

15.  The  assignment  in  this  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  written  Memo- 
randum required  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  because  it  was  not  delivered. 


On  appeal  from  chancery. 

Mr.  OUlmoi'e  and  J/r.  CoUins,  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Weart  and  Mr.  Ransom,  for  respondents. 

KInapp,  J. 

The  bill  of  the  complainants  below,  and  the  several  cross-bills^ 
were  designed  in  effect  to  have  the  appellant  si)ecifical1y  perform 
a  parol  agreement  to  assign  in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  complain- 
ant and  certain  other  creditors  of  appellant,  hu^  interest  in  the 
estate  of  his  father-in-law,  Hosea  F.  Clark,  deceased,  given  by 
bis  will. 

In  the  pleadings  filed,  and  from  the  proofs  taken  in  the  cause, 
it  appears  that  in  the  year  1 877  the  appellant.  Brown,  was  in- 
debted to  the  complainant,  and  to  William  M.  Force  and  others 
for  money  which  he,  acting  as  their  attorney,  had  collected  for 


662         COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS.  [33  E<j. 

Brown  t.  Brown.  ^ 

them  and  failed  to  pay  over.  He  was  without  means  or  re- 
sources to  satisfy  these  and  other  debts  owing  by  him,  except 
the  provision  made  for  him  in  the  will  of  his  wife's  father. 

Force  and  the  complainant  were  pressing  him  for  payment. 
Force  had  instituted,  in  the  Supreme  Court,  proceedings  for 
attachment  and  to  disbar  him,  and  had  commenced  suit  for  bis 
olaim.  The  complainant  threatened  similar  measures  against 
him,  and  each  was  urging  to  have  the  interest  in  the  will  as- 
signed to  himself.  Brown  had  promised  to  make  the  transfer  to 
Force,  but  did  not  do  so. 

About  the  month  of  July,  1877,  Brown  met  Force  and  his 
attorney  at  the  office  of  the  complainant's  solicitor  in  Jersey  City. 
At  that  interview  he  promised  to  assign  the  whole  or  some  part 
of  his  interest  under  the  will  in  trust  for  the  ratable  benefit  of 
the  complainants.  Force,  Henry  S.  Little,  Benjamin  F.  Lee, 
John  S.  Beegle,  George  F.  Brown  and  Joseph  M.  Brown,  all  of 
whom  were  his  creditors,  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
proposed  assignment  were  in  a  measure,  but  not  entirely,  ascer- 
tained. It  was  understood  that  what  should  be  assigned  roust 
be  for  the  common  interest  of  all  the  creditors  named,  and  that 
when  they  were  entirely  paid,  the  remainder  should  be  given 
back  to  the  assignor.  What  sura  or  share,  if  any,  Brown 
should  retain  for  his  own  support,  or  what  disposition  the 
creditors  wei*e  to  make  of  their  claims,  or  what  changed  attitude 
towards  Brown  was  to  be  assumed  by  them  in  consideration  of 
the  assignment,  the  parties  seem  not  to  be  agreed  about. 

Mr.  Ransom  drafted  a  fprm  from  which  Brown  was  to  pre- 
pare an  instrument  of  transfer.  This  he,  Brown,  did,  omitting 
at  the  request  of  Force,  or  his  attorney,  all  provision  for  him- 
self, named  John  Olendorf,  Jr.,  as  trustee,  authorize<l  him  to 
collect  from  the  executor  of  Clark  all  moneys  due  or  to  grow 
due  to  him  from  the  estate,  and  directed  payment,  as  the  money 
should  be  received,  to  be  made  pro  rata  among  the  creditors 
named  until  they  were  paid  their  several  demands,  and  the  bal- 
ance to  reconvey  to  him.  The  deed  so  drawn  was  signed  and 
sealed  by  Brown  in  the  presence  of  a  subscribing  witness,  but 
the  custody  of  the  paper  remained  with  the  ap|)ellant     He  re- 
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fused  to  hand  it  over  to  the  assignee  or  to  the  creditors  who  ap- 
plied  for  it,  upon  the  alleged  ground  that  some  provision  wa& 
first  to  be  made  for  some  portion  of  interest  under  the  will  for 
his  own  support,  and  that  the  creditors  so  to  be  provided  for 
were  to  discharge  him  from  their  demands  and  engage  to  ua 
further  prosecute  them  against  him.  Those  creditors  who  were 
active  in  pressing  their  demands  against  him  disagreed  to  his 
retaining  any  share  of  the  Clark  estate  for  his  maintenance,  and 
one  of  them,  Mr.  Force,  pressed  the  suit  already  commenced 
against  him  to  final  judgment,  execution  and  supplemental  pro- 
ceedings to  get  possession  of  his  share  under  the  will,  and  in^ 
October,  1877,  filed  his  bill  in  equity  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver.  Upon  the  case  as  made,  the  leading  features  of  which 
are  thus  summarized,  the  advisory  master  found  that  there  was> 
an  agreement  made  by  Brown  on  sufficient  consideration  to  as- 
sign the  interest  given  him  in  the  will  upon  the  precise  term& 
expressed  in  the  writing  signed  and  sealed  by  him.  And  that^ 
although  the  deed  of  assignment  was  not  technically  delivered 
to  Olendorf,  yet  the  beneficiaries  under  it  had  a  right  to  have  it 
delivered  and  specifically  performed ;  that  Force  was  entitled  to- 
participate  in  the  subject  of  the  assignment,  and  he  advised  a 
decree  accordingly.  Such  decree  was  entered,  and  the  appeal  is 
taken  from  the  decree. 

Before  proceeding  to  those  questions  which  I  regard  as  coo- 
trolling  the  cause,  it  is  proper  to  notice  a  point  urged  by  counsel 
of  appellees  with  much  earnestness,  viz.,  that  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment was  delivered,  or  should  be  so  regarded  in  a  court  of 
equity.  Until  a  deed  is  delivered  it  has  no  force  or  validity. 
What  acts  or  words  shall  constitute  a  delivery  must  dei)end 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  Words  or  acts  which 
evince  an  intent  to  deliver,  such  intent  having  reference  to  the 
present  time,  are  sufficient.     Folly  v.  Vantuyl,  4-  Hal.  153. 

The  possession  by  the  grantee  of  a  deed  formally  executed  i& 
presumptive  evidence  of  delivery.  The  admissions  of  the 
grantor  of  a  delivery  are,  like  other  admissions  against  himself, 
competent  evidence  upon  the  subject.  But  it  is  a  fact  to  be- 
proved,  like  any  other,  by  competent  testimony ;  and  whether  the 
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issue  be  in  a  court  of  law  or  in  equity,  it  is  one  to  be  established 
by  proof,  and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  rule  of  evidence  under 
which  the  character  or  measure  of  proof  of  a  fact  differs  in  the 
different  jurisdictions.  Certainly,  neither  in  law  or  equity, 
has  the  court  power  to  take  up  a  icontract  unfinished  between 
the  parties,  and  complete  it  for  them  by  its  judgment  or  decree. 
Courts  do  not  make  contracts  for  parties.  We  agree  entirely 
with  the  advisory  master  that  no  delivery  was  proved.  When 
the  instrument  was  sealed,  the  grantor  expressly  declared  his  in- 
tention to  retain  it  for  further  consideration.  If  there  was  a 
delivery,  the  title  to  the  fund  would  have  passed  to  the  assignee, 
and  it  would  then  be  difficult  to  find  standing-ground  for  the 
appellees ;  this  suit  would  be  a  purposeless  proceeding.  If  there 
was  no  delivery,  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained  as  a  proceeding 
to  obtain  possession  of  a  deed  or  muniment  of  title.  Title  in  the 
plaintiff  to  the  document  sought  to  be  recovered  is  essential  in 
such  a  suit. 

The  decree,  although  in  form  directing  the  delivery  of  the 
specific  paper  drawn  and  signed  by  appellant,  is,  in  substance,  as 
we  interpret  it,  one  for  the  8j)ecific  performance  of  the  parol 
agreement  to  assign  the  appellant's  share  under  the  will,  by 
executing  an  assignment  acconling  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
as  found  by  the  court. 

The  question,  then,  raised  by  the  appeal  is,  whether  the  com- 
plainants below  have  established  such  a  contract  between  the 
appellant  and  themselves  as  a  court  of  equity  can  and  will  per- 
form by  its  decree. 

There  are  certain  general  rules  governing  the  court  in  the 
specific  execution  of  contracts  between  parties  that  are  established. 
It  is  a  mode  of  redress,  grounded  upon  the  impracticability  or 
inadequacy  of  legal  remedies  to  compensate  for  the  damages 
which  the  party  seeking  it  will  suffer,  by  the  default  of  the  other 
in  keeping  his  bargain.  Where  the  law  gives  an  action  for  the 
non-performance  of  the  contract,  and  damages  can  be  admeasured 
to  fully  match  the  wrong  inflicted,  courts  of  equity  will  not, 
unless  other  grounds  of  equitable  relief  be  involved,  accord  this 
remedy.     It  is  only  when  the  remedy  at  law  will  not  put  the 
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party  in  a  situation  as  beneficial  to  him  as  if  the  agreement  were 
«|>ecifically  performed.  Pom,  on  Sp,  Per/.  §  5,  and  notes ;  Cui- 
ting  V.  Dana,  10  C.  E.  Gr.  271. 

Where  jurisdiction  exists,  the  remedy  is  not  of  right;    the 

court  holds  it  in  judicial  discretion,  controlled  by  principles  of 

equity  and  justice.     '^  The  question  is  not  what  the  court  must 

do,  but  what  it  may  do  under  the  circumstances."     Raddiff  v. 

Warringiony  12  Vea.  332, 

The  bargain  or  promise  to  be  enforced,  whether  it  exist  in  the 
form  of  writing  or  be  merely  verbal,  must  possess,  in  substance 
and  external  form,  the  qualities  and  requisites  of  a  valid  con- 
tract. The  bargain  must  have  been  completely  determined  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  its  terms  definitely  ascertained.  So  long 
as  negotiations  are  pending  over  matters  relating  to  the  contract, 
and  which  the  parties  regard  as  material  to  it,  and  until  they  are 
settled  and  their  minds  meet  upon  them,  it  is  not  a  contract, 
although  as  to  some  matters  they  may  be  agreed. 

An  important  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  these  parties 
•ever  reached  the  point  where  it  could  be  said  they  were  agreed 
u|)on  all  the  essential  terms  of  the  contract  to  assign  the  gift  in 
the  will.  If  the  parties  and  witnesses  who  testified  in  the  case 
are  credible  men,  and  there  is  no  intimation  from  any  quarter 
that  they  are  not  all  of  them  entirely  so,  it  would  seem  impos- 
sible, out  of  the  conflict  of  views  entertained  and  statements 
made  by  them,  to  reach  any  other  conclusion  than  that  they  were, 
during  their  negotiations,  and  since  then  have  remained,  at  irre- 
concilable variance  in  respect  to  important  particulars  touching 
the  subject  of  their  treaty. 

Brown,  by  his  responsive  answer  to  the  bill,  and  in  his  testi- 
mony, persistently  and  forcibly  asserts  that  he  never  agreed  to 
assign  his  interest  except  upon  the  condition  that  some  certain 
portion  of  the  fund  to  be  conveyed  should  be  secured  to  him  for 
his  support,  and  that  he  refused  to  make  the  transfer,  awaiting 
the  concurrence  of  those  creditors  with  whom  he  was  in  direct 
negotiation  in  that  demand.  That  this  was  truly  his  position 
has  not  only  his  oath  but  his  full  support  in  concurrent  circnm- 
8tance8.    The  draft  of  the  assignment  made  by  Mr.  Ransom  was 
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SO  framed  as  to  make  some  provision  for  him.  That  he  was  in 
controversy  with  Mr.  Force  and  his  counsel  touching  this  sub- 
ject, they  objecting  to  such  allowance,  is  not  disputed.  His 
being  destitute  of  other  means  of  support,  and  without  employ- 
ment, give  ground  for  believing  that  he  did  not  consent  to  give 
up  his  entire  means  of  support,  or  agree  to  depend  upon  a  verbal 
promise  of  an  uncertain  charity,  and  it  is  equally  certain  that 
they  did  not  agree  with  his  purpose  to  retain  a  part.  The  par- 
ties were  then  unsettled  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract. 

They  seem  to  have  been  equally  unfortunate  in  determining 
what  surrender  or  sacrifice  the  creditors  should  make  in  view  of 
an  assignment  being  made  for  their  benefit. 

The  appellant  insists  that  for  it  he  was  to  have,  in  lien  of 
what  he  gave,  release  from  the  debts  as  such,  or  an  equivaleut 
protection  against  their  further  prosecution.  He  says  in  his 
answer  that  the  agreement  was  that  the  claims  of  the  complain- 
ant and  Force  and  the  other  creditors  named,  '' should  be 
released  and  this  defendant  discharged  from  the  same." 

Attempt  had  been  made  by  Force  to  attach  him  for  contempt, 
and  to  disbar  him,  and  proceedings  of  like  character  were  threat- 
ened by  others.  It  was,  therefore,  an  important  consideration 
with  him  that  the  claims  of  all  these  creditors  should  be  changei) 
into  the  proposed  new  security,  or  that  some  other  legal  assur- 
ance against  their  further  prosecution  should  be  given.  For 
this  he  was  surrendering  almost  the  whole  of  the  fund,  and  it 
was  his  only  property.  It  is  thought  that  there  can  be  small 
doubt  that  such  was  his  understanding  and  expectation  through- 
out the  entire  eifort  of  the  parties  at  making  an  agreement. 

That  the  creditors  did  not  come  to  an  understanding  on  this 
point,  so  important  to  the  appellant,  admits  of  as  little  question. 

The  acts  of  some,  and  the  testimony  and  declarations  of  all  on 
the  creditors'  side,  make  this  abundantly  manifest.  They  had 
not  consented  to  release  their  debts,  but  clearly  intended  to 
assume  and  maintain  towards  their  debtor  an  attitude  more 
advantageous  to  themselves  than  they  could  have  had  if  the 
assignment  had  been  made  under  the  act  governing  asaigoments 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors.     The  most  that  they  were  willing  fx> 
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agree  to  was  that  they  woald  forbear  to  prosecute  their  claims 
(for  how  long  does  not  appear)  if  and  when  appellant  conveyed 
the  fund.  This  is  apparent  from  the  complainant's  bill,  the 
cross-bill  of  Force,  and  the  testimony  of  Ransom,  Weart  and 
Force. 

There  is  little  to  show  that  the  appellant  was  not  standing  out 
for  these  terms,  save  that  he  was  undemonstrative  in  urging 
them.  The  acting  creditors  assumed,  quite  naturally,  perhaps, 
to  dictate  the  terms  in  the  respects  mentioned  rather  than  treat- 
ing them  as  matters  to  be  settled  by  convention  of  the  parties, 
and  as  a  result  their  minds  failed  to  meet  on  essential  terms  of 
the  agreement. 

A  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed  unless  the  exist- 
ence and  terms  of  the  contract  be  clearly  proved.  It  must  be 
shown  that  a  contract  has  been  concluded.  If  it  be  reasonably 
doubtful  whether  the  contract  was  finally  closed,  equity  will  not 
interfere  by  decreeing  a  specific  performance.  Ridgway  v. 
Wharlm,  6  H.  L.  Cos.  238 ;  Brewer  v.  WUsm,  2  C.  E.  Or. 
182 ;  PoUs  V.  Whitehead,  5  C.  E.  Or.  86.  Nor  will  it  inter- 
fere when  the  evidence  leaves  the  agreement  as  to  any  of  its 
terms  in  uncertainty.  Chw  v.  Taylor,  12  C.  E.  Or.  418 ; 
Cooper  V.  Carlisle,  2  C.  E.  Or.  630. 

To  give  the  relief  accorded  by  the  decree,  it  is  necessary  not 
only  to  deny  to  the  appellant  the  consideration  which  he  rielied 
upon  and  claimed  for  his  promise,  but  also  that  which  the 
appellees  conceded  as  such  consideration. 

The  proposal  made  by  appellant  was,  as  to  all  the  creditors 
named,  an  entirety,  and  was  not  capable  of  severance.  It  was 
not  an  offer  made  severally  to  each,  but  the  clear  purpose  was  to 
embrace  all,  and  its  entire  object,  so  far  as  the  appellant  was  con- 
cerned, failed  of  accomplishment  if  any  omitted  or  refused  to 
accept  it.  An  acceptance  could  only  be  by  those  and  all  of  them 
to  whom  the  offer  was  made  upon  the  strict  terms  of  such  offer. 

There  was  no  release,  merger  or  abatement  made  of  any  part 
of  their  claims.  They  were  to  remain  the  same  after  as  before 
the  assignment,  except  as  they  might  be  reduced  by  paytnent  out 
of  the  fund  after  it  should  be  transferred.     All  that  remains, 
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then,  in  the  form  of  conskleratioD,  is  the  onseeared  promise  not 
to  sue,  by  a  portion  of  the  creditors.  Bnt  this  was  not  the  con- 
sideration stipulated  for  in  the  appellant^s  offer,  viewed  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  appellees.  The  promise  not  to  prosecute 
further,  which  can  be  regarded  as  the  condition  of  the  ofier,  was 
the  promise  of  all.  It  does  not  appear  that  more  than  two  of 
the  creditors  accepted  or  i^reed  for  any  delay,  and  one  of  the 
two  seems  to  have  conducted- his  suit  to  judgment,  soon  followed 
by  execution,  petition  instituting  supplemental  proceedings,  and, 
subsequently,  on  the  15th  of  October  following,  he  filed  his  bill 
in. chancery  for  the  appointment,  in  his  interest  solely,  of  a  re- 
ceiver of  this  fund. 

The  acceptance  and  consent  of  a  part  of  the  creditors  in  no 
degree  meets  the  stipulated  condition.  The  failure  of  a  part  of 
them  to  agree  to  a  condition  embracing  all,  would  be  a  total,  not 
a  partial,  failure  to  accept  such  condition. 

In  the  appellees'  view,  then,  the  case  is  this :  appellant  agrees 
to  assign  a  fund  in  trust  for  the  ratable  benefit  of  six  creditors 
for  the  consideration  that  such  creditors  shall  all  agree  hot 
further  to  prosecute  their  respective  claims ;  that  two  of  them 
having  so  promised  to  delay,  the  contract  is  complete,  the  con- 
sideration rendered,  and  performance  must  be  decreed. 

The  appellant  was  entitled  to  the  consideration  which  he 
stipulated  for;  that  failing,  the  bargain  was  off,  however  advan- 
tageous it  might  have  been  to  appellees,  had  it  been  executed. 

But  there  is  a  further  difiiculty  in  the  way  of  this  decree, 
growing  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds  upon  a 
parol  agreement  concerning  the  subject  matter  of  this  nc^ti- 
ation.  The  interest  of  the  appellant,  which  was  treated  of  with 
a  view  to  its  transfer,  arises  under  the  following  clause  in  the 
will  of  Hosea  F.  Clark,  decea*^.  "  Item.  The  rents  arising 
from  ray  houses  and  lands  and  real  estate,  which  I  have  directed 
to  be  sold,  from  the  time  of  my  decease  to  the  time  of  such  sale 
and  conveyance,  after  paying  thereon  all  taxes,  assessments  and 
repairs  and  interest  on  mortgage  encumbrances,  if  any,  as  the 
same  may  be  chargeable  from  time  to  time,  I  instruct  and  direct 
my  executrix  and  executors,  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
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to  pay  over  in  quarterly  installmeDts  in  the  following  propor- 
tions as  bequests,  which  I  give  to  the  following  persons,  viz.,  to 
my  son-in-law,  Archibald  K.  Brown,  an  equal  one-sixth  part 
thereof.''  The  rents  thus  given  are  those  arising  out  of  the 
residue  of  his  houses,  lands  and  real  estate  remaining  after  cer- 
tain specific  devises  in  the  will,  which  residuary  real  estate  the 
executors  were  authorized  and  directed  in  their  discretion  to  sell. 

To  the  parol  contract  set  up  in  the  bill  the  appellant  has 
pleaded  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  presents  the  question  whether 
the  interest  which  he  receives  by  the  recital  clause  in  the  will  is 
within  the  meaning  of  the  provision  requiring  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or 
concerning  the  same,  to  be  in  writing. 

A  rent  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament.  S  BL  Com.  It  is  a 
certain  profit  issuing  yearly  out  of  lands  and  tenements.)  Lord 
Redesdale,  in  O  Connor  v.  Spaighty  1  8oh.  &  Lef.  S06,  held  that 
an  agreement  between  a  landlord  and  his  tenant  for  an  abate- 
ment of  the  rent  was  within  the  statute.  In  Robert  on  Frauds, 
page  126,  it  is  said  that  without  the  words  ^^any  interest  in  or 
•oonceming  lands,''  the  word  "  tenements  "  would  have  included 
rents  under  the  interpretation  given  by  Lord  Coke  to  that  word 
in  the  statute  de  donis.  In  Brown's  treatise  on  the  same  subject, 
p.  230,  the  author  summarily  disposes  of  the  question  by  saying, 
^'  of  course  the  statute  includes  rents,  commons  and  all  incorporeal 
hereditaments." 

If,  then,  rents  are  included  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
is  the  clause  in  question  a  devise  of  rents?  By  its  terms  it 
would  seem  to  be  clearly  so.  What  he  gives  is  the  revUs  arising 
from  his  houses  and  lands  and  real  estate.  The  executors  are 
authorized  to  collect  the  rents,  not,  however,  to  make  a  fund  in 
their  hands,  but  to  retain  and  pay  the  taxes  and  other  charges 
upon  the  lands  and  to  pass  over  the  remainder  or  net  rent  to  the 
appellant  and  other  parties  named  as  owners. 

If  the  foregoing  views  on  this  part  of  the  case  are  correct,  the 
allied  i^reement  being  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  a  subject 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  not  being  evidenced  by  any 
note  or  memorandum,  signed  by  the  party  charged  or  his  agent. 
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it  is  unavailing  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  is  incaimble  of 
specific  performance,  unless  it  can  be  l>rought  within  that  ch» 
of  contracts  the  non-perforroanee  of  which  are  held,  by  reason 
of  peculiar  circumstances,  to  work  a  fraud  upon  him  who  seeks 
their  execution.  The  most  numerous  species  of  the  class  are 
those  not  enforceable  at  law,  by  reason  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
but  which  have  been  part  performed  by  the  party  seekini;  to 
enforce  them. 

.  The  doctrine  of  equity  that  part  performance  of  a  parol  agree- 
ment takes  it  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,,  rests  on  the  idea  that 
to  plead  the  statute  in  the  particular  instance  would  work  a  fraud. 

There  must  be  acts  in  part  performance  of  such  a  nature  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  be  placed  in  his  original  position  or  adequately 
compensated  by  damages.  Pom,  on  8p.  Perf.  §  106 ;  Oilbert  v. 
Trustees  Ac,  1  Beas.  204., 

In  parol  agreements  for  the  sale  of  lands,  payment  of  the  con- 
tract price  by  the  purchaser  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  part  per- 
formance to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  for  the  reason  that 
money  can  be  recovered  back,  with  interest,  by  way  of  darnagt^ 
for  its  detention.  Clinan  v.  Cooky  1  8ch,  &  Lef.  ^1 ;  Hughes  v. 
Morrisy  1  De  (?.,  M.  ^  G.  355 ;  Glass  v.  Hnrlburty  102  Mass, 
28;  Cole  v.  PottSy  2  Stock  67;  Green  v.  Richards,  8  C.  E.  Or, 
32 ;    CuUing  v.  Dajia,  10  C.  E,  Gr.  271. 

A  brief  and  comprehensive  statement  of  the  conditions  under 
which  courts  of  equity  enforce  such  contracts  is  found  in  Wright 
v.  Puchetty  22  Gratt.  374-  "  !•  The  parol  agreement  reliwl  oi> 
must  be  certain  and  definite  in  its  terms.  2.  The  acts  proved 
in  part  performance  must  refer  to,  result  from,  or  be  ma<le  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  proved.  3.  The  agreement  nmst 
have  been  so  far  executed  that  a  refusal  of  full  execution  would 
oj>erate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  party,  and  place  him  in  a  situation 
which  docs  not  lie  in  compensation.  When  these  three  tilings 
concur,  a  court  of  equity  may  decree  s[)ecific  execution.  When 
they  do  not,  it  will  turn  the  party  over  to  seek  compensation  in 
damages  in  a  court  of  law." 

There  were  no  written  memoranda  signed   by  the  appellants 
The  assignment  cannot  be  regarded  as  such,  for  the  obvi- 
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Brown  r.  Brown. 

ous  reason  that  it  was  never  delivered  for  that  or  any  other 
purpose.     Brown  on  Frauds  §  36 4-,  and  cases  cited  in  note  3. 

The  admission  of  a  parol  agreement  in  the  answer  is  not  of  the 
agreement  claimed  by  the  complainant,  and  if  it  were,  his  setting 
up  the  statute  of  frauds  in  bar  precludes  a  decree  upon  the 
agreement  so  admitted.     Van  Dyne  v.  Vreeland,  3  Stock.  370. 

Regarding  the  pleadings  as  presenting  a  case  rested  on  the 
ground  of  part  performance,  it  is  obvious  that,  under  established 
rules,  proof  of  such  performance  is  absent. 

The  appellees,  or  most  of  them,  it  is  true,  forbore  to  prosecute 
their  claims.  Besides  this  they  did  nothing,  gave  nothing,  suf- 
fered nothing.  '  Their  claims  remained  as  before.  It  does  not 
appear  that  Brown  has  less  ability  now  to  pay  than  then.  He 
had  nothing  then  outside  of  the  legacy,  and  any  change  of  con- 
dition must  be  an  improvement.  For  their  delay  in  prosecu- 
tion they  had  adequate  damages  at  law  in  interest  for  their  for- 
bearance. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  decree  should  be  reversed. 

Decree  uaaninumdy  reversed. 


INDEX. 


A. 

Lbandonment. ' 
iSstf  Waste. 

Lbatement. 

See  Bakkbuptcy  ;  LeoacT|  9. 

Locident  and  Mistake. 

See  JuBiSDicnoN,  4 ;  Befobmation  of  Instbxtmentb. 

k.ocount. 

See  CoNTBACT,  1 ;  Estoppel  ;  Executobs,  13 ;  Guabdian,  2 ;  Mobt- 
GAGE,  4,  10 ;  Pabtition,  1. 

Lotion. 

See  Eminent  Domain,  3. 

Ldemption. 

See  Legacy,  3-8. 

Lgrent. 

1.  By  the  direction  of  a  committee  selected  to  represent  and  protect 
the  bondholders  of  a  railroad  corporation,  in  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty and  re-organization  of  the  company,  a  circular  was  issued  re- 
questing each  bondholder  willing  to  come  in,  to  deposit  his  bond 
with  a  designated  trust  institution  in  New  York,  tof^ether  with  the 
amount  of  a  specified  assessment  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
proceedings,  and  to  obtain  therefor  the  receipt  of  such  trust  in- 
stitution, countersigned  by  the  representative  of  the  committee 
to  be  thereafter  designated.  The  circular  further  stated  where 
the  office  of  the  committee  was  in  New  York,  and  was  signed  by 
the  members  of  the  committee,  including  Howard  P.  Dechert, 
"  secretary,"  and  required  such  deposit  to  be  made  on  or  before 
December  SIst,  1879.  The  complainant  was  the  holder  of  a  bond 
for  $1,000,  which  she  took  to  the  trust  company  for  deposit)  to- 
gether with  the  amount  of  her  assessment,  on  January  13th,  1879^ 
The  trust  company  refused  to  receive  it,  and  referred  her  to  the 
committee,  whereupon  she  took  it  to  the  designated  office  of  the 
committee,  where  Mr.  Dechert  received  it  and  her  assessment^ 
giving  her  a  receipt  of  the  committee  therefor.  Three  days  after- 
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Afirent — Continued, 

wards,  Mr.  Decliert,  as  secretary,  deposited  with  the  trust  com- 
pany this  bond  and  four  others,  taking  therefor  a  certificate  in 
his  individual  name.  The  sale  was  consummated,  the  company 
re-organized,  and  are  about  to  issue  new  bonds  in  lieu  of  the  old 
ones,  but  refuse  to  acknowledge  the  validity  of  complainant's  re- 
ceipt or  her  claim  to  either  her  old  bond  or  a  new  one,  on  the 
ground  that  she  did  not  deposit  the  bond  with  the  trust  company. — 
Hdd,  that  she  is  entitled  to  relief,  and  it  is  no  objection  (hat  the 
present  holder  of  complainant's  bond  is  not  made  a  paSf  ty,  be- 
cause, for  aught  that  appears,  either  the  committee  or  its  agent, 
the  trust  company,  holds  it ;  or  if  the  secretary  of  the  committee 
has  misappropriated  it,  such  act  does  not  prejudice  complainant; 
nor  does  it  appear  that  any  one  having  an  interest  has  been 
omitted,  nor  that  complainant  failed  in  a  strict  compliance  with 
the  instructions  of  the  committee's  circular,  as  to  deposit  with  the 
trust  company,  because  the  committee  waived  such  requirements 
by  accepting  the  bond  nnd  assessment.  HUehcoek  v.  Midland 
Eailroad  Co.,  86 

2.  A  mortgage,  given  in  1875,  payable  in  ^ye  ye;irs,  was  assigned  by 
the  mortgagee  to  complainant  January  5th,  1876,  and  the  assign- 
ment recorded  February  16th,  1876.  The  bond  and  mortgage 
and  assignment  all  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee,  as 
agent  of  the  assignee,  for  the  collection  of  the  interest,  until  No- 
vember Ist,  1877,  during  which  time  the  interest  and  part  of  the 
principal  were  paid  by  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee,  who 
paid  over  the  interest  to  the  complainant,  but  none  of  the  prin- 
cipal. After  November  Ist,  1877,  similar  p;iyments  were  made 
to  the  mortgagee,  who  again  paid  over  the  interesi,  but  not  the 
principal. — Held,  that  the  payments  of  the  principal  made  to  the 
mortgagee  after  the  assignment,  and  while  the  instruments  re- 
mained in  his  possession,  must  be  credited  on  the  mortgage; 
aliier,  as  to  such  payments,  after  they  had  been  withdrawn  from 
him  by  the  complainant.     Emery  v.  Gordon^  HI 

Alteration. 

See  Cancellation  ;  Guardlan,  2. 

Appeal. 

1.  The  making  of  an  order  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  lands  is  a  proper 

matter  of  appeal,  either  by  the  parties  to  the  suit  or  by  the  pur- 
chaser.    Afut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  SturgeSj  328 

2.  After  the  court  had  refused  a  preliminary  injunction  for  the  re- 

moval of  an  oil  pipe  and  to  prevent  its  use  by  defendants,  and 
had  discharged  an  ad  interim  order  staying  the  defendants  in  the 
premises,  and  an  nppeal  therefrom  had  been  taken  and  was  pend- 
ing, an  application  to  this  court  to  continue  such  ad  inierim 
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Appeal —  Oondnued. 

order,  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  appeal,  was  denied.  Central 
Bailroad  Co,  v.  Standard  OU  Co,,  372 

3.  The  burden  of  showing  error  is  on  the  appellant,  and  in  ease  of 
doubtful  statutory  construction,  the  court  will  not  reverse. 
Smith  v.  Newark,  •  545 

See  Injunction,  3 ;  Parties,  5. 

Assigrzunents  for  Oreditors. 

1.  The  time  limited  for  creditors  to  file  their  claims  with  an  assignee, 

under  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  expired  on  the 
8th  day  of  January.  On  that  day,  the  appellant,  a  creditor  re- 
siding in  Philadelphia,  discovered  that  fact,  although,  by  mis- 
reading  his  own  entry,  he  had  previously  supposed  the  18th  of 
January  was  the  last  day.  He  thereupon  forwarded  his  claim 
to  the  assignee  at  Newark,  by  mail,  which  ought  to  have  been 
delivered  at  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  but  was  not,  in  fact» 
delivered  until  the  next  day. — Hdd,  that  such  claim  was  neither 
'^presented"  nor  "exhibited"  to  the  assignee,  within  the  terms 
of  the  statute,  within  the  time  limited.    Ellison  v.  Lindaley,  258 

2.  An  assignee,  under  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors 

of  the  assignor,  pursuant  to  the  act  entitled  *'An  act  to  sectire  to 
creditors  an  equal  and  just  division  of  the  estates  of  debtors  who 
convey  to  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  "  (.Bet'.  36)^  may 
file  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  prior  conveyance  of  hinds  made  by  the 
assignor  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  if  the  prop- 
erty so  conveyed  is  required  for  the  payment  of  the  claims  of 
creditors,  and  creditors  who  were  intended  to  be  hindered,  de- 
layed and  defrauded  by  such  conveyance  have  presented  their 
claims  to  the  assignee  for  allowance.    ^iUsbury  v.  Kingon,  287 

3.  Assignees,  under  the  assignment  act,  and  executors  and  adminis- 

trators of  insolvent  estates,  are  the  representatives*  of  creditors, 
and,  as  such,  may,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  set  aside  convey- 
ances by  the  assignor  or  the  decedent,  in  fraud  of  creditors,  to 
the  extent  that  such  property  is  needed  fur  the  payment  of 
debts.     Id,,  287 

See  Executors,  10;  Marshaling  Assets,  1. 

Attckchment. 

1.  Moneys  in  the  hands  of  a  sherifiT,  raised  by  him  in  pursurance  of  a 
decree  of  the  court  of  chancery,  are  liable  to  seizure,  by  virtue  of 
a  writ  of  attachment     Conover  v.  Buekman,  303 

^  B. 

Bankruptcy. 

1.  A  defendant  in  a  chancery  suit  being  decreed  a  bankrupt  between 
a  decree  pro  confesso  and  a  final  decree,  does  not  abate  or  stay  the 
proceedings.    Davis  v.  Sullivan,  569 
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Betterments. 

1.  Where  a  partj,  lawfully  in  the  poflsession  of  land,  under  a  title 
which  turns  out  to  be  defective,  makes  permanent  improyementa, 
in  good  faith,  before  he  has  notice  that  hb  title  is  defecCiTe^ 
which  materially  increase  the  value  of  tlie  inheritance,  and  the 
actual  owner  afterwards  seeks  relief  against  him  in  equity,  relief 
will  not  be  given  except  upon  equitable  terms.    Foley  v.  Ktrk,     171 

See  Partition,  2. 

Bills  and  Notes. 

1.  On  a  note  made  by  the  complainant  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
endoraer,  with  the  payee's  (the  defendant's)  knowledge  that  it 
was  made  for  accommodation,  the  defendant  recovered  a  judg- 
ment at  law.  Afterwards  the  defendant,  without  the  complain- 
ant's knowledge  or  consent,  took  the  endorser's  notes,  some  of 
which  w€^  paid  and  others  renewed  and  not  paid,  on  which 
judgment  was  recovered. — HMf  that  the  giving  of  time  to  the 
endorser,  by  taking  his  notes,  discharged  the  maker  from  liabil- 
ity on  the  original  judgment.     Weatervelt  v.  Freeh,  4ol 

See  Ck)BPOBATiON,  12 ;  Usuby,  4, 

c. 

Oanoellation  of  Instruments. 

1.  A  party  who  files  a  bill  alleging  that  a  paper  made  by  him  has 

been  altered  since  its  execution,  and  asking  to  have  it  canceled, 
must  prove  the  fact  of  its  subsequent  alteration.    Putnam  v.  Clarky  338 

2.  Such  a  party  does  not  occupy  the  same  position  as  if  he  were  re- 

sLHting  a  claim  founded  uf>on  such  altered  instrument,  and  he 
cannot  successfully  ground  his  right  to  a  cancellation  of  it  upon 
a  technical  presumption  of  a  false  alteration  arising  from  a  sus- 
picious circumstance  merely,     /d.,  338 

See  Fraud,  1 ;  Jurisdiction,  1. 

Cases  Criticised. 

Bacon  v.  Bon  ham,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  209. 

Affirmedf  Bacon  v.  Bonham,  614 

Brown  i*.  Brown. 

Reversed,  Brown  r.  Brown,  650 

Budd  V.  Van  Orden,  6  Stew.  Eq.  143. 

Affirmed,  Van  Orden  v.  Budd,  564 

Camden  H.  R.  Go.  v.  Citizens  Coach  Co.,  4  Stew.  Eq.  625. 

Affirmed,  Citizens  t^ach  Co.  r.  Camden  H.  R.  Co.,  267 

Campbell  v,  Tompkins,  5  Stew.  Eq.  170.  • 

Affirmed,  Tompkins  v.  Campbell,  362 

Conover  v.  Ruckman,  5  Stew.  Eq.  105. 

Heversedf  Conover  v.  Ruckman,  303 
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Oases  Oritioised — Omtinved, 
Clark  V.  Davis,  5  Stew.  £q.  530. 

Affirmed^  Davis  v.  Clark,  57^ 

Cabberly  v.  Cabberly,  6  Stew.  Eq.  82. 

Affirtnedy  Cubberly  ».  Cubberly,  591 

Eddy's  Case,  5  Stew.  Eq.  701. 

Modified,  Eddy's  Case,  574 

f^yster  v.  Gafi^  1  Otto  521. 

CriticUed,  Davis  v.  Sullivan,  572 

Ghunesv.  Green  Pond  Mining  Co.,  5  Stew.  Eq.  86.  • 

Modified,  Graines  v.  Green  Pond  Mining  Co.,  603> 

Gardner  v.  Jersey  City,  5  Stew.  Eq.  586. 

Bever9edf  Jersey  City  v.  Gardner  622 

Hill  V,  Beach,  1  Beas.  31. 

Explained,  Conover  v,  Backman,  .  304 

Johnson  v,  Somerville,  6  Stew.  Eq.  152. 

Affirmed^  Johnson  v.  Somerville,  621 

Johnston  v.  Hyde,  5  Stew.  Eq.  446. 

Affirmed,  Johnston  v,  Hyde,  632 

Lawrence  v.  Emson,  4  Stew.  Eq.  67. 

Affirmed,  Emson  v.  Lawrence,  286 

Miller  v.  Colt,  5  Stew.  Eq.  6. 

Affii-med,  Colt  v.  Miller,  362 

Mat  Life  Ins.  Co.  v,  Sturges,  5  Stew.  Eq.  678. 

Reversed,  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sturges,  32S 

Pinnell  v.  Boyd,  5  Stew.  Eq.  190. 

Reversed,  Boyd  v,  Pinnell,  COO 

Pillsbury  r.  Kingon,  4  Stew.  Eq.,  619. 

Reversed,  Pillsbury  r.  Kingon,  287 

Perrine  r.  Vreeland,  6  Stew.  Eq.  102. 
Affirmed,  Perrine  v,  Vreeland, 

Poulson  V.  Nat.  Bank  of  Frenchtown,  6  Stew.  Eq.  250. 

Affirmed,  Poulson  v,  Nat.  Bank  of  Frenchtown,  618- 

Price  V.  Weehawken  Ferry  Co.,  4  Stew.  Eq.  31. 
Affirmed,  Jewett  r.  Price, 

Putnam  t.  Clark,  2  Stew.  Eq.  412. 

Affirmed,  Putnam  v,  Clark,  338 

Sayre  v.  Hewes,  5  Stew.  Eq.  652. 

Reversed,  Hoag  v.  Sayre,  552 

Bichardson  r.  Peacock,  1  Stew.  Eq.  151. 

Affirmed,  Peacock  t?.  Richardson,  597 

Ruckman  v.  Ruckman,  5  Stew.  Eq.  259. 

Reversed,  Ruckman  v.  Ruckman,  354 

Shinn  v.  Zimmerman,  3  Zab.  150. 

Explained,  Conover  v.  Rackman,  304 
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Oases  Criticised^CbrUtnu«c2. 
Smith  V.  Newark,  5  Stew.  Eq.  1. 

Affirmed,  Smith  v.  Newark,  545 

Tillotson  V.  Gresner. 

Bevened,  Tillotson  v.  Gesner,  313 

Van  Houten  v.  Post,  5  Stew.  Eq.  709. 

Revtrsedy  Van  Houten  v.  Post,  344 

Van  Keiiren  v.  McLaughlin,  6  C.  E.  Gr.  163. 

Overruled^  Pillsbury  v.  Kingon,  303 

Welsh  V.  Crater,  5  Stew.  Eq.  177. 

Affirmedy  Crater  v.  Welsh,  362 

Wisham  v.  Lippincott,  1  Stock.  353. 

Doubiedf  Davis  v.  Howell,  76 

Williams  v.  Allen,  5  Stew.  Eq.  485. 

Affirmedy  Allen  v.  Williams,  684 

Chattel  Mortffagre. 
See  Evidence,  5. 

Oounty. 

See  Corporation,  1-3. 

Condition. 

See  Corporation,  16 ;  Devise,  1 ;  Legacy,  2. 

Oonstitution. 

1.  That  section  of  the  general  railroad  law  which  authorizes  a  rail- 

road  corporation  to  enter  on  lands  and  begin  constructing  their 
road,  after  paying  into  the  circuit  court  of  the  county  where  the 
lands  lie,  the  amount  awarded,  pending  their  appeal  from  such 
award,  is  unconstitutional  in  that  compensation,  or  a  tender 
thereof  to  the  land-owner,  does  not  precede  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  his  lands ;  and  for  want  of  such  tender  he  may  enjoin 
the  company  from  entering  upon  his  lands  and  constructing  their 
road  thereon.     Redman  v.  Phila.y  M.  &  M,  It.  R.  Oo,y  165 

2.  The  act  of  1880  {P.  L.  of  1880  p.  255),  providing  that  in  fore- 

closure proceedings  thereafter  commenced,  no  personal  decree  for 
deficiency  shall  be  taken,  applies  to  mortgages  given  before  the 
date  of  its  passage,  and  is  not,  so  far  as  cases  in  which  there  is  a 
remedy  at  law  are  concerned,  unconstitutional  as  depriving  a 
party  of  any  remedy  fur  enforcing  a  contract  which  existed  when 
the  contract  was  made,  because  a  more  efficacious  remedy  of  the 
same  sort  at  law  remains,  and  the  legislature  may,  without  in- 
fringing the  prohibition  of  the  constitution,  take  away  one  of 
two  or  more  equally  efficacious  remedies  of  the  same  sort.  New- 
ark Sav.  Inst.  V.  Fotmany  436 

See  Municipal  Corporation,  3 ;  Taxes,  2. 
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Oontempt. 

A  defendant  discharged  from  imprisonment  for  contempt  in  disobey- 
ing an  order,  although  he  had  not  cleared  his  contempt,  the 
chancellor  being  of  opinion  that  the  authority  of  the  court  had 
been  vindicated  in  the  imprisonment  which  the  defendant  had 
undergone.    McClung  v.  MeClungj  .  462 

See  Injunction,  2. 

Ck>ntraot. 

1.  A  testatrix,  after  giving  several  legacies,  gave  the  residue  of  her 

estate  to  her  executor,  to  be  bv  him  distributed  to  such  charitable 
or  religious  societies  or  associations  or  corporations,  or  for  such 
other  benevolent  purposes,  as  he  might  see  fit.  Her  next  of  kin 
were  an  uncle  D.  and  two  aunts,  Mrs.  G.  and  Mrs.  R.  Another 
aunt  was  dead,  leaving  children — Samuel,  Alexander  and  the 
complainants — surviving.  The  probate  of  the  wil  1  in  New  York^ 
where  testatrix  lived,  was  opposed  by  D.  and  others.  Pending  the- 
contest,  Samuel  falsely  represented  to  Mrs.  G.  and  Mrs.  B.  that  D. 
had  abandoned  his  opposition  to  the  will,  and  promised  that  if 
they  would  make  him  their  attorney  to  recover  their  interests  in 
the  estate,  and  would  divide  equally  with  him  whatever  he^ 
should  recover  for  them  as  next  of  kin,  he  would  attend  to  the 
litigation,  pay  all  the  costs  and  expenses  himself,  and  divide  the 
sum  he  received  from  them  equally  with  his  brothers  and  sister^ 
the  complainants,  who,  he  stated,  were  poor  and  needy.  There- 
upon Mrs.  G.  and  Mrs.  K.  gave  him  a  power  of  attorney  to  act 
for  them  in  the  premises.  D.  continued  his  opposition  to  the 
will,  and  the  contest  wa:*  eventually  compromised  by  admitting 
the  will  to  probate,  but  declaring  the  residuary  clause  void.  Mrs. 
B.  and  Mrs.  G.  gave  one-half  of  what  they  received,  as  next  of 
kin,  to  Samuel,  who  refused  to  divide  it  equally  with  complain* 
anta. — Held,  (1)  that  Samuers  promise  to  Mre.  B.  and  Mrs.  G.  to 
BO  divide  with  complainants  was  enforceable  in  equity,  and  that 
they  were  entitled  to  an  account  of  his  expenses  about  the  litiga- 
tion and  to  their  several  shares  of  the  amount  received  by  him 
under  the  agreement ;  (2)  Tiiat  neither  Mrs.  B.  nor  Mrs.  G.  were 
necessary  defendants  or  complainants,  although  they  might  have 
been  proper  complainants.     Cubberly  v.  Cubberly,  82 

2.  Defendant  sold  to  complainant  the  fixtures  and  jrotKi  will  of  a  busi- 

ness which  largely  consisted  in  pnrchaj>ing  poultry  in  designated 
districts,  and  shipping  it  to  New  York  for  sale;  and  also  coven- 
anted with  complainant  that  he  would  not,  at  any  time,  send  or 
ship  to  New  York  any  poultry  coming  from  those  districts.  Af- 
terwards, he  engaged  in  New  York  in  the  sale  of  poultry  on 
commission,  ordering  all  his  supplies  to  be  shipped  from  those 
districts,  sometimes  in  advance  of  his  sales,  sometimes  to  fill  con- 
tracts of  sale  previously  made. — Held,  that  in  so  doing  he  was 
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yiolating  his  oovenant,  and  should  be  restrained.  BieKardton  t. 
Peaeockj  597 

Se€  Constitution,  2 ;  Corpobation,  6 ;  Executors,  1. 

€k>nveyanoe8. 

What  acts  or  words  shall  constitute  a  delivery  of  a  deed  most  depeod 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case.     Brown  v.  Browriy  (>50 

See  Frauds  and  Perjuries;  Specific  Performance. 

Oorporatlon. 

1.  Independent  of  the  statute,  and  simply  as  a  matter  of  courtesy,  this 

court  may  extend  its  aid  to  the  receiver  of  a  foreign  corporation, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  get  possession  of  property, 
which  should,  in  equity,  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  debts  of 
the  corporation.    Nat,  TmsL  Co,  v.  MUleTf  155 

2.  This  court  may  appoint  a  receiver  of  a  foreign  corporation  having 

property  in  this  state,  as  auxiliary  tn  the  proceeding  instituted 
against  it  in  the  state  which  created  it,  and  confer  upon  him  the 
same  powers  that  it  is  authorized  to  grant  to  the  receiver  of  a 
domestic  corporation,  so  far  as  they  may  be  necessary  to  the 
recovery  and  collection  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation.    Id,,        155 

3.  And  the  court  is  bound  to  give  such  receiver  the  same  remedies 

and  aid,  in  the  collection  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation  he  rep- 
resents, that  it  would  give  to  the  receiver  of  a  domestic  corpora- 
tion.    Id.,  155 

4.  It  is  a  cardinal  rule  of  the  law  of  corporations,  that  a  corporation 

created  by  statute  can  exercise  no  power,  and  has  no  rights, 
except  siich  as  are  expressly  given,  cr  necessarily  implied.    Id.,  155 

5.  Nor  can  the  jwwere  of  a  corporation  be  in  the  slightest  degree  en- 

larged or  extended  by  the  assent  of  the  stockholders,  or  by  any 
action  they  may  take.     Id.,  155 

6.  A  contract  not  within  the  scope  of  the  powers  conferred  on  a  cor- 

poration, cannot  be  made  valid  by  the  assent  of  every  one  of  the 
shareholders,  nor  can  it  by  any  partial  performance  become  the 
foundation  of  a  right  of  action.     Id.,  155 

7.  Equity  regards  the  property  of  a  corporation  as  a  fund  held  in 

trust  for  the  payment  of  its  debts,  and  if  others  than  bona  fide 
creditors  of  the  corporation  or  purchasers  possess  themselves  of 
it,  they  take  it  charged  with  this  trust,  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  enforce  against  them.     Id.,  155 

8.  Where  preferred  stock  is  issued  under  a  contract  or  law  containing  no 

provision  or  direction  ns  to  what  shall  be  the  rights  of  the  holders 
of  it  in  the  distribution  of  capital  when  the  affairs  of  the  company 
are  wound  up,  such  stock  merely  has  a  right  to  be  preferred  in 
the  division  of  prulits,  uud  not  in  the  distiibution  of  capital. 
McGregor  \.  II  m'  fru   C'o  ,  181 
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9.  The  general  corporation  act  of  this  state  directs  that  in  the  distri- 

hution  of  capital  the  holders  of  preferred  stock  shall  be  first  paid, 
before  any  distribution  is  made  to  the  holders  of  the  common 
stock;  therefore  preferred ^tock  issued  in  this  state,  either  under 
authority  of  law  or  under  a  contract  of  which  the  law  forms  a 
party  is  entitled  to  preference  in  the  distribution  of  capital.    Id,,    181 

10.  Dividends  on  preferred  stock  can  only  be  paid  out  of  the  profits ; 
and  this  is  so  even  when  the  stock  is  issued  under  a  guaranty 
that  a  dividend  of  a  certain  sum  shall  be  paid  annually.    Id.,       181 

11.  The  rule  of  distribution  presented  by  the  corporation  act  must  be 

observed,  whether  the  affairs  of  a  corporation  are  wound  up  by 
the  court  or  the  oflBcers  of  the  corporation.    Id,,  181 

12.  The  sixty-third  section  of  the  corporation  act  is  in  these  words : 

"  In  case  of  the  insolvency  of  any  corporation,  the  laborers  in  the 
employ  thereof  shall  have  a  lien  upon  the  assets  thereof  for  the 
amount  of  wages  due  to  them  respectively,  which  shall  be  paid 
prior  to  any  other  debt  or  debts  of  said  company ;  and  the  word 
*  laborers '  shall  be  construed  to  include  all  persons  doing  labor 
or  service  of  whatever  character,  for  or  as  workmen  or  em- 
ployees, in  the  regular  employ  of  such  corporation." — Held,  (1) 
that  the  lien  so  given  comes  into  existence  as  of  the  date  which 
the  court  adjudges  to  be  the  time  when  the  insolvency  occurred 
whicli  gives  it  jurisdiction ;  (2)  that  persons  holding  claims  for 
wages,  who  are  not  in  the  employ  of  a  corporation  at  the  time 
when  it  becomes  insolvent,  are  not  within  the  policy  of  the  act, 
and  therefore  have  no  lien  upon  the  assets  thereof;  (3)  that  the 
presentation  of  a  claim,  embracing  other  items  than  charges  for 
wages,  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  right  of  lien  for  the 
wages,  given  by  the  statute ;  (4)  that  the  laborers  in  the  employ 
of  a  corporation  at  the  time  of  its  insolvency  have  a  lien  upon 
the  assets  thereof  for  the  whole  amount  of  wages  due  to  them  re- 
spectively, no  matter  how  long  before  the  date  of  insolvency  the 
wages  may  have  accrued ;  (5)  that  the  acceptance  of  a  promissory 
note,  without  security,  does  not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  lien 
given  by  the  statute,  unless  an  intention  to  relinquish  such  right 
is  unmistakably  manifested ;  (6)  that  the  lien  given  for  wages 
does  not  include  interest  which  has  accrued  thereon  before  the 
lien  attaches ;  (7)  that  the  proving  of  a  claim  for  a  sum  in  excess 
of  the  amount  really  due  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  right 
of  lien.    Bel.,  L.  and  W,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Oxford  Irtm  Co.,  192 

13.  The  right  acquired  by  a  horse  railroad  company,  under  a  legisla- 

tive grant  authorizing  it  to  lay  rails  in  a  public  highway,  and  to 
run  cars  thereon,  charging  fare,  is  such  as  entitles  it  to  exclude 
from  the  habitual  and  continuous  use  of  its  tracks  all  companies 
and  persons  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  for  hire,  in  compe- 
tition with  it.     Citizenn  Coach  Co.  v.  Camden  Horse  Railroad  Co.,  267 
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14.  That  the  right  of  a  horse  railroad  company  is  thus  exclusive,  is  not 

inconsistent  with  the  view  that  such  a  railroad,  laid  on  a  public 
highway,  is  only  a  modification  of  the  public  use  to  which  the 
highway  was  originally  devoted,  and  not  an  additional  harden 
on  the  land  for  which  compensation  may  be  required.     Id^  267 

15.  The  right  of  the  horse  railroad  company  arises  from  the  legisla- 

tive control  of  the  public  easements  of  highway.  The  legislature 
may,  whf  n  it  deems  it  judicious  to  do  so,  grant  to  a  private  cor^ 
poration  some  interest  in  the  public  highway,  imposing  on  it 
a  duty  and  obligation  to  provide  for  public  travel  thereon  in  a 
mode  promotive  of  the  public  good.  In  such  case  the  public 
easement  remains  unchanged  in  character  or  degree.  The  pri- 
vate  corporation  acquires  so  much  of  the  public  use  as  is  neces- 
sary for  the  purposes  of  its  grant,  and  other  public  uses  are 
limited  and  restrained  for  the  attainment  of  such  purposes.    I<Lf  267 

16.  Arising  from  the  legislative  requirement  that  the  rails  shall  be 

laid  on  the  level  of  the  highway,  and  of  a  width  corresponding 
to  the  wagon-track  established  by  law,  there  is  an  implied  per- 
mission, on  the  part  of  the  horse  railroad  company,  to  the  nse  of 
the  track  by  other  vehicles  to  some  extent.  Such  permission 
does  not  emanate  from  the  company  so  as  to  be  revocable  by  it 
It  results  from  the  nature  of  the  grant,  and  is  in  the  form  of  a 
condition  resulting  from  the  grant  and  its  acceptance.  The  use, 
however,  thus  impliedly  permitted  is  only  such  as  is  consistent 
with  the  grant  to  the  company,  and  not  destructive  of  its  pur- 
pose. Any  use  inconsistent  with  the  grant,  and  destructive  of 
its  purpose,  is  excluded.     Id.,  267 

See  Injunction,  1,2;  Receiver. 

Ooste. 

1.  A  solicitor  who  is  a  party  to  a  suit  and  appears  in  his  own  behalf, 

is  entitled  to  the  allowances  made  by  the  fee  bill  for  his  services 
therein,  except  a  retaining  fee.     Flaacke  v.  Jersey  City^  57 

2.  Certain  items  of  cost  and  their  taxation  and  allowance  considered. 

Id.,  57 

3.  The  act  of  1879  (P.  L.  of  1879  p.  103)  only  applies  to  the  clerk's 

fees  on  papers  bearing  specified  endorsements,  and  not  to  aflSda- 
vits  of  verification  and  schedules  attached  to  bills  or  answers.  Id^    bl 

4.  A  complainani  who  is  a  non-resident  will  not  be  required  to  give 

security  for  costs,  if  he  is  joined  with  a  resident  complainant. 
Jorn:s  V.  Knauss,  ISS 

5.  Although  tiie  allowance  of  the  costs,  expenses  and  counsel  fees  of 

the  caveators  against  the  probate  of  a  will  is,  by  statute,  dis- 
cretionary with  the  court,  yet,  when  there  exist  no  reasonable 
grounds  for  cx)nte8ling  such  probate,  or  the  litigation  is  need- 
lessly protracted  and  expensive,  sucii  allowance  should  be  de- 
nie<l.     Mnlhtt  y.  Bamber,  25S 
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6.  CkwtB  of  printing  a  volume  of  three  hundred  pages  of  testimony, 

nine-tenths  of  which  consisted  of  matters  entirely  irrelevant  to 
the  ]88ae«  not  allowed  to  either  party  as  against  the  other.  Buck* 
man  v.  Ruekman,  355 

7.  In  an  exceptional  case,  when  strong  and  well-foanded  doabts  exist 

as  to  the  mental  capacity  of  a  testatrix,  and  with  respect  to  the 
-  force  and  character  of  the  influence  under  which  the  testamentary 
act  was  performed,  the  <3Aveators  are  entitled  to  their  costs  and 
reasonable  counsel  fees.    Eddies  Oau,  574 

Seb  Divorce,  11 ;  Tender. 

D. 

>ebtor  and  Creditor. 

See  Executor,  13 ;  Fraud,  3;  Fraudulent  Conveyances  ;  Mort- 
gage, 2;  Parties,  3;  Pleading,  1. 

dedication. 

See  Municipal  Ck>RPORATioN,  1. 

delivery. 

See  Mortgage,  7. 

demurrer. 

See  Jurisdiction,  5 ;  Pleading,  3, 5. 

descent. 

See  Marshaling  Assets,  2;  Trusts,  1. 

levise. 

1.  A  testator  gave  to  his  wife  $4,000,  **  the  same  to  be  put  at  interest  in 

some  safe  investment,  and  secured  to  her  during  her  natural 
life.''  He  also  gave  her  an  annuity  of  $400,  charged  on  his 
homestead  farm,  which  he  gave  to  his  only  child,  and  added, 
"It  is  further  my  will  that  the  said  Amy  reside  on  the  aforesaid 
farm  after  my  decease,  and  take  proper  care  of  the  same.  In 
case  they  (I  mean  Amy  and  her  husband)  should  not  see  proper 
to  move  on  the  same,  then  I  order  my  ex^utor  to  sell  the  same 
farm  at  public  vendue  to  the  highest  bidder ;  but  there  is  nothing 
herein  contained  that  affects  the  dower  of  $400  devised  to  my 
wife  aforesaid."  Testator  died  in  1869,  and  shortly  afterwards 
Amy  and  her  husband  removed  to  the  farm  and  occupied  it  for 
two  years,  when  they  leased  it  until  1880,  and  then  returned,  and 
now  reside  thereon. — Held,  (1)  that  the  gift  of  $4,000  to  his  wife 
was  absolute ;  (2)  that  Amy's  estate  in  the  farm  was  a  fee  simple, 
chargeable  with  the  annuity  of  $400,  and  not  defeasible  on  her 
ceasing  to  reside  thereon.    Ckuper  v.  Walker.  35 

2.  By  a  will,  proved  in  1849,  a  testator  gave  to  his  executor  his 

43 
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homestead  farm  in  trust  during  the  life  of  his  daughter  (peti- 
tioner's mother),  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits,  and  to  paj 
them  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  and  to  keep  the  property  clear 
of  any  encumbrance  by  her  or  her  husband ;  and  he  gave  the 
farm,  after  her  decease,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  should  be 
her  heir  or  heirs  at  law  of  land  held  by  her  in  fee  simple.  In 
1868  the  farm  was  sold  by  order  of  this  court,  imder  the  act 
authorizing  the  sale  of  lands  limited  over  to  infants  or  in  contin- 
gency, the  proceeds  paid  into  court  and  invested  for  the  benefit 
of  the  parties  interested. — Heldj  that  such  proceeds  of  sale  (»uld 
not  be  paid  over  to  her  children  and  lieire  at  law,  on  their  own 
application,  exhibiting  the  release  of  their  niotlier  and  her  con- 
sent thereto ;  nor  can  they  be  paid  over  until  after  her  death,  be- 
cause it  cannot  until  then  he  determined  who  are  her  heirs  at 
law.    BartM  Oase,  *  46 

Distribution. 

1.  A  testator  directed  his  executors  to  divide  the  income  from  his  estate 

as  follows:  one- third  tohis  wife;  one-third  to  her  then  unborn  child, 
if  it  should  live,  and  the  other  third  to  his  son  Benjamin ;  tliat  if 
either  child  should  die  or  the  unborn  one  should  not  be  bom  alive, 
the  survivor  should  receive  the  other's  share ;  that  if  both  children 
should  not  attain  twenty-one,  or  should  die  without  leaving  law- 
ful issue,  their  estates  should  go  to  testator's  brother  David's 
children,  equally  ;  that  the  share  of  each  child  should  be  piiid  to 
him  on  his  attaining  his  mujority,  and  they  should  also  receive 
their  mother's  share  at  her  death.  Testator  died  in  1829 ;  his 
posthumous  child  was  bom  alive,  but  died  in  infancy  in  1830; 
Benjamin  attained  his  majority,  and  died  in  1853,  unmarried, 
without  issue  and  intestate.  Testator's  brother  David  had  two 
children.  The  widow  died  in  1879.— ^e^  that  David's  chil- 
dren took  the  share  left  to  the  widow,  not  under  the  will,  but  as 
next  of  kin  of  Benjamin.     Gill  v.  RobertSf  474 

2.  Where  all  of  the  next  of  kin  are  children  of  brothers  and  sisteis, 

they  take  per  capita.     Wagner  v.  Sharp,  520 

See  ExECUTOBS,  2. 

Divorce. 

1.  Proof  that  a  husband  and  wife  have  lived  separate,  and  that  the 

husband  has  not  supported  his  wife,  does  not  establish  willful, 
continued  and  obstinate  desertion,  so  as  to  authorize  a  divorce. 
Bourquin  v.  Bourquirij  7 

2.  The  separation  of  a  husband  and  wife,  acquiesced  in  by  the  wife, 

and  which  she  did  much  to  bring  about,  however  long  continued, 
does  not  constitute  desertion  to  authorize  a  divorce  on  her  peti- 
tion.   Such  a  separation,  however,  would  become  desertion  from 
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the  time  the  complainiDg  party  makes  sincere  overtures  to  ter- 
minate it.    HankiuBon  v.  Hankinaon^  66 

3.  A  wife,  with  her  child,  left  her  husband,  in  1873,  owing  to  his 

utter  inability  to  maintain  tliem,  and  after  he  had  pledged  a 
mortgage  belonging  to  her,  and  constituting  nearly  all  of  her  sep- 
arate property,  to  secure  his  own  debt,  and  pawned  her  jewelry 
and  silver  plate.  Soon  after  she  left,  she,  by  the  advice  of  her 
relations,  declined  to  return  to  him  until  she  could  be  satisfied 
of  his  ability  to  support  her.  He  apparently  acquiesced  in  her 
living  separate  from  him  until  1878.  In  1879  she  absolutely  re- 
fused to  return  to  him. — Held,  that  her  conduct,  prior  to  1879,  if 
desertion  at  all,  was  not  obstinate,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.    Belden  v.  Bddm^  94 

4.  If  a  husband  drives  his  wife  away,  or  treats  her  so  brutally  as  to 

compel  her  to 'flee  for  safety,  or  is  so  cruel  and  malignant  towards 
her  as  to  show  that  he  means  to  force  her  from  his  home,  though 
she  leaves  the  matrimonial  habitation,  he,  in  law,  deserts  her. 
Skean  v.  Skean^  148 

-5.  But  a  mere  failure  by  a  husband  to  furnish  his  wife  with  sufficient 
support  is  not  a  ground  of  divorce,  nor  will  he  be  considered  a 
deserter  if  she  leaves  him  for  that  cause.    ld„  148 

5.  So  long  as  a  husband  shares  with  his  wife  whatever  means  of  sup- 

port he  may  have,  the  law  makes  it  her  duty  to  abide  with  him ; 
and  If  she  leaves  him  because  he  does  not  give  her  as  much  or 
as  good  as  she  desires,  or  as  may  be  necessary,  the  law  considers 
her  a  deserter.    /<i.,  148 

•  7.  To  establish  desertion,  three  things  must  be  proved :  first,  cessa- 
tion of  cohabitation ;  second,  an  intent  in  the  mind  of  the  de- 
fendant to  desert ;  and,  third,  that  the  desertion  was  against  the 
will  of  the  complainant.     Sergent  v.  Sergent,  204 

•8.  To  constitute  desertion,  the  deserter  must  absent  himself  or  her- 
self from  the  other  party,  of  his  or  her  own  accord,  and  withont 
the  consent  and  against  the  will  of  the  other.    Id.,  204 

9.  That  one  is  the  deserter  in  whose  mind  the  desire  and  intent  to 

destroy  the  marriage  relation  exist,  though  the  other  may  be  the 
one  who,  by  open  conduct,  throws  off  marital  duty  and  alle- 
giance.   Id,f  204 

10.  Where  a  wife  in  anger  told  her  husband  that  he  "  might  go  his 
way  and  she  would  go  hers,"  and  gave  other  evidence  of  her  de- 
sire that  they  should  live  separate,  but  immediately  retracted  and 
besought  him  not  to  go,  and  he,  notwithstanding  her  entreaties, 
left  her  in  a  passion,  and,  without  any  attempt  at  reconciliation 
and  without  contributing  anything  towards  her  support  or  even 
communicating  with  her  in  any  way,  remained  away  from  her 
for  three  years,  living  all  the  time  in  the  same  county  with  her 
-f-J9e2c2,  that  she  was  entitled  to  a  divorce  for  desertion.    Sehqnck 

y.  Sehanck,  863 
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11.  On  an  application  for  temporary  alimony  and  counsel  fee,  in  a 
suit  for  divorce  for  extreme  cruelty,  it  was  argned  that  from  the 
statements  of  the  bill,  the  cruelty  complained  of  was  the  result 
of  the  husband's  insanity. — Held,  that  a  wife  is  equally  entitled 
to  protection  against  extreme  cruelty  on  the  part  of  her  husband, 
where  his  malevolence  is  the  result  of  insane  delusion,  as  where 
it  springs  from  jealousy  or  hatred.    Smith  v.  Smifh,  45^ 

See  Evidence,  1,  2,  4. 

Dower. 

1.  On  a  sale  of  lands,  $500  were  retained  by  the  purchaser,  out  of 
the  consideration,  as  an  indemnity  against  an  alleged  right  of 
dower  in  the  premises,  and  a  bond  and  mortgage  thereon,  given 
by  him  to  the  vendor  to  secure  that  amount  and  **  lawful ''  in- 
terest, the  principal  payable  only  on  the  extinguishment  of  the 
claim. — Heldf  (1)  that  the  mortgage  could  be  foreclosed  for 
arrears  of  interest,  although  the  principal  had  not  become  due 
through  the  extinguishment  of  the  alleged  claim  of  dower ;  (2) 
that  the  dower  claimant  could  not,  on  this  foreclosure,  although 
made  a  party  defendant,  be  required  to  litigate  her  right  to 
dower  in  the  premises.     Van  Daren  v.  Diekeraon,  38S 

See  Executors,  1. 

E. 

Easement. 

1.  Where  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  an  easement  of  the  flow 

of  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream  through  an  artificial  raceway, 
constructed  on  the  lands  of  the  defendant,  which  the  defendant 
has  wrongfully  interfered  with,  a  court  of  equity,  on  final  hearing, 
may,  by  a  mandatory  injunction,  compel  the  defendant  to  restore 
the  raceway  to  its  former  condition.    Johmton  v.  Hyde,  63i 

2.  Where,  upofi  the  construction  of  a  deed,  it  appears  to  have  been 

the  intention  of  the  parties  to  make  a  grant  of  a  certain  quantity 
of  water  measured  by  an  existing  dam  and  raceway  on  lands  of 
the  grantor,  the  grantee  is  not  bound  to  use  the  water  in  a  par- 
ticular manner,  though  it  be  mentioned  in  the  deed  that  the  water 
privileges  were  "  for  the  purpose  of  a  saw-mill."  He  may  use  the 
water  in  a  difierent  manner  or  in  a  different  place,  or  increase  the 
capacity  of  the  machinery  propelled  by  it,  without  afiecting  his 
rights,  provided  the  quantity  used  is  not  increased,  and  the  change 
does  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  others.    Id.,  632 

3.  Where  the  grant  is  of  a  water-power,  and  it  be  left  in  doubt 

whether  the  kind  of  mill  mentioned  indicates  the  quantity  of 
water  and  measures  the  extent  of  the  power  intended  to  be 
granted,  or  the  grant  is  of  water  to  drive  a  particular  kind  of  a 
mill,  the  former  construction  will  be  favored.    Jd,  632 
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4.  If  the  right  to  an  easement  of  the  flow  of  water  has  been  derived 
by  grant,  it  may  be  extinguished  by  a  possession  of  the  servient 
tenement  adverse  to  the  easement  for  the  full  period  of  twenty 
years,  but  will  not  be  lost  by  mere  non-user,    id.,  632 

•5.  The  owner  of  an  easement  may  lose  his  right  to  it  by  acquiescence, 
as  where  he  has  discontinued  the  use  of  the  easement  under  cir- 
cumstances indicating  his  intention  to  renounce  it,  and  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement,  relying  on  his  conduct^  has  been  in- 
duced to  make  expenditures  in  altering  and  improving  his  prem- 
ises, which  expenditures  would  be  rendered  useless  if  the  owner 
of  the  easement  should  resume  the  use  of  it.  Under  such  circum- 
stances in  some  cases  the  easement  has  been  considered  in  equity 
as  extinguished,  though  the  discontinuance  of  the  use  of  it  has 
been  for  a  period  of  less  than  twenty  years.  Cases  of  this  class 
depend  on  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel.    Id.,  632 

6.  In  1824,  E.  was  the  owner  of  a  saw-mill  driven  by  the  waters  of  a 
natural  stream,  diverted  from  the  stream,  and  carried  to  his  mill 
by  means  of  a  dam  and  raceway  on  the  lands  of  D.  In  May,  1824, 
£.  conveyed  to  D.  a  moiety  of  the  saw-mill  and  race,  together  with 
the  equal  half  part  or  moiety  of  the  water  privileges  and  water 
courses  belonging  to  said  saw-mill,  **  the  dam  to  be  raised  no 
higher  than  it  now  is,  without  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  the 
said  raceway  to  be  and  remain  as  it  now  stands."  On  the  same 
day,  D.  conveyed  to  E.  the  equal  undivided  half  part  or  moiety 
of  the  dam  and  pond  situate  on  his  lands,  with  the  one  equal 
moiety  of  water  and  water  privileges  thereto  belonging,  for  the 
purpose  of  a  saw-mill,  ''the  dam  to  be  raised  no  higher  than  it 
is  at  this  time,  without  the  consent  of  the  parlies."  In  June, 
1824,  D.  conveyed  to  W.  his  moiety  of  the  saw-mill  and  the  water- 
courses, together  with  the  privilege,  for  the  said  saw-mill,  of  the 
water,  dam  and  race  on  his  lands,  '*  the  dam  to  remain  as  it  now 
stands  *  «  «  und  the  race,  dam  and  pond  to  be  and 
remain  where  it  now  stands,  and  not  to  be  altered.''  In  1835, 
W.  conveyed  to  E.  the  moiety  of  the  mill  and  water  privileges 
he  acquired  from  D.  The  complainant  and  defendant,  respeo- 
tively,  acquired  title  under  E.  and  D. — Heldj 

(1)  That  the  grant  was  of  an  easement  of  the  right  to  the  flow  of  so 
much  of  the  waters  of  the  stream  as  the  dam  then  standing  would 
divert,  and  to  the  use  of  the  raceway  as  it  then  was,  as  the  conduit 
by  which  the  water  should  be  carried  to  the  mill,  and  also,  as  in- 
cident thereto,  the  right  to  cleanse  and  repair  the  raceway  and 
dam,  and  to  do  whatever  might  be  necessary  and  proper  to  keep 
them  in  a  condition  fit  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were 
designed.    Id^  632 

{2)  That  a  change  in  the  location  of  the  water-course,  and  the  sub- 
stitution of  a  box  aqueduct,  enclosed  and  covered  over,  and  of 
less  capacity  for  the  open  raceway  through  the  servient  tenement^ 
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was  an  injury  to  the  complainant's  easement,  for  which  the  om- 
plainant  might  have  relief  in  equity.    Id,,  632 

7.  The  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  has  no  property  or  rights  in 

the  servient  tenement  except  such  as  ^re  incident  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  his  easement.  The  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  can 
do  no  act  on  his  lands  which  interferes  substantially  with  the 
easement,  or  with  those  rights  which  are  essential  to  the  full  en- 
joyment of  its  benefits  ;  but  tlie  utmost  extent  of  the  duty  which 
rests  upon  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  is  not  to  alter  its 
condition  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement. 
How  far  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  is  interdicted  from 
acts  of  ownership  on  his  lands  will  depend  upon  the  nature  and 
qualities  of  the  easement.    Id.,  632 

8.  The  chancellor  decreed  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  an 

easement  of  an  open  raceway  through  the  defendant's  lands,  of 
a  certain  width  and  depth.  He  ordered  that  a  box  aqueduct 
placed  therein  should  be  removed,  and  the  raceway  should  be 
restored  to  its  former  condition,  aii^d  that  the  defendant  should  be 
perpetually  enjoined  from  obstructing  the  complainant  in  the 
enjoyment  of  his  easement. — Held,  in  affirming  the  decree, 

(1)  That  the  decree  did  not  interdict  the  defendant  entirely  from 

acts  of  dominion  over  the  strip  of  land  on  which  the-  raceway 
was  located ;  that  the  defendant  might  throw  bridges  over  the 
raceway  to  connect  the  two  parcels  into  which  his  lands  were 
severed  by  the  raceway,  and  generally  might  exercise  over  the 
premises  such  acts  of  ownership  as  would  not  substantially  in- 
terfere with  the  complainant's  enjoyment  of  his  rights  therein ; 
and 

(2)  That  when  the  defendant  shall  have  obeyed  the  mandatory  part 
of  the  decree,  whether  the  acts  he  shall  do  in  the  future  are  an 
interference  with  the  complainant's  rights,  is  a  question  that  wUl 
arise  when  the  inquiry  arises  whether  the  prohibitions  of  the 
injunction  have  been  disregarded.    Id,,  632 

See  Ck)RPORATiON,  13-16. 

Eminent  Domain. 

1.  Where  a  statute  relating  to  drainage  authorized  the  commission- 

ers to  purchase  a  mill  property,  and  such  commissioners,  having 
previously  made  an  assessment  to  meet  the  general  expenses  of  the 
scheme,  entered  into  a  contract  to  purchase  under  a  laige  penalty ; 
and  not  being  in  funds  at  the  day  for  performance,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  non-payment,  in  part,  of  such  assessment,  advanced 
their  own  moneys  to  make  up  such  purchase-money — Hddf  on 
bill  filed,  that  they  were  entitled  to  be  re-imbursed  by  an  equit- 
able enforcement  of  such  assessment    AUen  ▼.  WilUams,  584 

2.  When  persons  acting  for  others  under  statutory  anthority  advanoe 


6  Stew.]  INDEX.  679 


Bminent  Domain — Cbntinued, 

moneys  in  good  faith  and  beneficially  for  the  persons  whom  they 
represent,  re-imborsement  of  snch  moneys  will,  as  a  general  rule, 
be  allowed  in  a  court  of  equity.    Id,,  584 

3.  Where  lands  are  so  taken,  and  the  duly  to  pay  an  award  therefor, 
and  the  right  of  the  owner  to  be  paid,  is  complete,  the  owner 
may  maintain  an  action  for  the  award  if  the  statute  directing 
prpceedings  for  condemnation  provide  no  special  mode  of  enforc* 
ing  payment.    Jertey  City  v.  Qardner^  622 

See  CoBPOBATiON,  14. 

Estates. 

See  JiTRiSDiCTiON,  3. 

Bstoppel. 

1.  An  account  of  an  executrix  and  her  husband,  guardian  of  the  share 
of  the  daughter  of  the  former,  was  settled  by  the  daughter  (the 
ward)  and  her  husband  thirty-four  years  before  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  which  was  by  the  daughter  (whose  husband  was  dead),  for 
an  account  of  her  share.  The  ground  relied  on  was  errors  in  the 
account  whicli  was  nettled,  and  the  fact  that  the  daughter  was, 
when  it  was  settled,  a  minor. — HeUl,  that  the  claim  was  a  stale 
one,  and  that,  under  the  circumstances,  she  was  bound  by  the 
settlement,  notwithstanding  her  minority.     Wood  v.  Cheiwood,  9 

See  Pleading,  9;  Usury,  3. 

Bvidenoe. 

1.  The  act  of  1880  (P.  L.  of  1880 p.  52\  "that  in  all  civil  actions,  in 

any  court  of  law  or  equity  of  this  state,  any  party  thereto  may 
be  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness,  notwithstanding  any  party 
thereto  may  sue  or  be  sue^  in  a  representative  capacity ;  prO' 
vided,  neverthelesSf  that  this  supplement  sliall  not  extend  so  as  to 
permit  testimony  to  be  given  as  to  any  trannaction  with,  or  state- 
ment by  any  testator  or  intestate  represented  in  said  action," 
does  not,  by  virtue  of  its  provision  that  any  p<wty  to  any  action 
may  be  sworn,  remove  the  prior  statutory  disqualification  of  a 
husband  or  wife,  in  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery, 
to  testify  to  anything  except  the  fact  of  marriage.  WeMa  v. 
WeUa,  4 

2.  In  a  Muit  by  a  liusband  for  divorce  from  his  wife  on  the  ground  of 

adultery,  a  non-rtsident  detective  had  been  employed  by  the  hus- 
band, and  examined  by  him  in  reference  to  one  matter  only,  and 
cro69-exanune<i  bv  the  wife's  counsel,  after  which  he  left  the 
state. — Held,  that  the  court  would  not  order  the  husband  to  pro- 
duce him  again  f«r  examination  by  the  wife  as  to  other  matters; 
nor  would  the  husband  be  ordered  to  produce  the  correspondence 
between  himself  and  such  detective,  during  the  latter's  employ- 
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meat  by  the  husbaDd,  such  letters  being  in  the  hands  of  the  de^ 
tective  and  not  at  all  under  the  husband's  control.    Id.,  4 

3.  Although  an  answer,  under  oath,  denying  fraud,  be  not  oyercome 

by  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  or  what  is  equivalent  thereto, 
yet  such  answer,  if  it  contain  admissions  of  facts  from  which 
fraud  follows  as  a  natural  and  legal,  if  not  a  neeessary  and  un- 
avoidable conclusion,  does  not  disprove  such  fraud.  Hoboken 
Bank  v.  Beckman,  53 

4.  In  a  suit  by  a  husband  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  his  wife's 

adultery,  the  fact  that  the  alleged  paramour  of  the  wife  was 
within  reach  of  process  at  the  time  of  examining  the  witnesses, 
and  was  not  called  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  wife's  innocence,  is 
significant,  and  corroborative- of  the  other  witnesses'  testimony 
as  to  her  guilt.    Bibby  v.  Bibby,  56 

5.  A  bond  and  mortgage  on  lands,  and  also  a  bill  of  sale  of  chattels, 

were  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt. — Hddj  that  parol 
evidence  which  was  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  a  contempo- 
raneous agreement  in  writing  between  the  parties,  in  regard  to 
the  disposition  of  the  mortgaged  chattels  to  pay  the  mortgage, 
was  incompetent.     Carlton  v.  Vindand  Wine  Cb.,  466 

See  Appeals,  3 ;  Cancellation,  1 ;  Costs,  6 ;  Insaioty,  2 ;  Leo- 
ACY,  5-8 ;  Trust,  2-4. 

Executors  and  Administrators. 

1.  Lands  of  an  insolvent  decedent  were  sold,  free  of  his  widow's 

dower,  to  pay  his  debts.  To  secure  such  dower,  the  purchaser 
gave  the  administrators  a  mortgage  for  $2,700,  the  interest 
whereof  was  payable  to  the  widow  for  life,  and  the  principal,  at 
her  death,  to  her  husband's  heirs  at  law.  The  purchaser  also 
gave  another  mortgage  on  the  premises,  prior  to  the  widow's, 
which  was  afterwards  paid  off.  The  widow's  dower  was,  in  fact, 
only  $1,700,  and  the  purchaser  afterwards  borrowed  $2,600  of  the 
complainant.  By  an  agreement  with  the  administrators,  without 
the  privity  or  consent  of  the  widow,  the  complainant's  mortgage 
was  to  be  the  first  lien  on  the  premises — the  administrators 
agreeing  with  the  lender  to  indemnify  him  against  the  widow's 
claim  to  priority ;  and  this  agreement  was  consummated  by  can- 
celing  the  widow's  mortgage,  and  substituting  another  for  $1,700, 
in  lieu  of  it,  subsequent  to  complainant's. — Held,  in  a  suit  for 
foreclosure  of  the  lender's  mortgage,  that  the  rights  and  priority 
of  the  widow  were  unafiiected  thereby,  but  that  relief  could  be 
obtaincil  by  her,  in  the  suit,  only  by  cross-bill.    Fine  v.  King,       108 

2.  An  order  of  distribution  of  an  estate  was  made  in  December,  1867. 

One  distributee  was  absent,  and,  on  the  presumption  of  his  death, 
his  next  of  kin  applied  for  his  share,  but  the  administrator 
refused  to  pay  it  over,  and   no  compulsory  proceedings  were 
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taken  against  liim.  The  administrator  retained  the  share  ready 
for  payment  until  April,  1877,  when  he  depoiiited  it  in  a  savings 
bank,  where  it  drew  six  per  cent,  interest.  Shortly  afterwards, 
he  withdrew  it,  and  applied  it  all  to  his  own  use.  Tlie  distributee 
appeared  in  1878,  and  in  proceedings  against  tlie  administrator's 
sureties — Held^  that  tliey  must  pay  interest  on  the  share  at  six 
per  cent.,  after  and  during  its  deposit,  and  at  seven  per  cent,  (the 
legal  rate)  from  the  time  of  its  withdrawal  until  July  4th,  1878, 
and  at  six  per  cent,  (the  legal  rate  from  that  time)  subsequently. 
Doftmut^s  Owe,  234 

3.  An  executor  has  no  right,  without  authority  from  a  competent 

court,  to  invest  the  funds  of  the  estate  in  municipal  bonds  or 
bank  stock.     Tucker  v.  2\tcA:«r,  235 

4.  Where  commissions  are  paid  on  part  of  the  estate  at  an  interme- 

diate accounting,  commissions  can  only  be  allowed  on  the  amount 
which  comes  into  the  executor's  hands  afterwards,  and  such  com- 
mission's are  calculated  as  if  the  subsequent  receipts  were  part  of 
the  prior  receipts.    /<i.,  235 

5.  A  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  a  grant  of  letters  of  limiced  administra- 

tion on  the  estate  of  a  deceased  subsequent  mortgagee  of  the  same 
premises,  who  was  a  non-resident,  no  administration  having  been 
taken  out  here  on  his  estate,  but  such  administration  will  be 
limited  to  the  proceedings  already  taken,  or  that  may  hereafter 
be  taken  in  the  pending  foreclosure,  or  in  any  other  supplemen- 
tary proceedings  for  relief  on  the  mortgage.    Lothrop's  CasCy  246 

6.  Acts  done  by  one  of  several  executors,  which  relate  to  the  delivery, 

gift,  sale  or  release  of  the  testator's  personalty,  are  deemed  the 
acts  of  all,  and  biud  the  estate  accordingly.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Sturges,  328 

7.  Under  an  order  of  the  orphans  ^urt,  an  administratrix  sold  lands 

of  her  intestate  to  pay  debts.  The  sale  was  announced  as  being 
made  free  of  encumbrances,  and  the  property  was -struck  of!*  at 
$2,900,  and  the  sale  confirmed  by  the  court.  Afterward,  the  pur- 
chaser refused  to  comply  with  his  bid,  because  a  sewer  assessment 
and  two  judgments  against  former  owners  of  the  premises  were 
liens  thereon.  The  assessment  was  paid  off  before,  but  the  judg- 
ments not  until  after,  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  completing 
the  sale.  The  administratrix  then  obtained  an  order  vacating 
the  confirmation  order,  re-advertised  the  property  and  tried, 
without  success,  to  sell  it  again ;  she  also  petitioned  the  court  for 
directions  in  the  premises,  but  this  petition  was  dismissed. — Held, 
(1)  that  she  was  not  chargeable  with  the  $2,900;  (2)  that  her 
petition  for  directions  was  properly  dismissed.  Warner  v.  Eld- 
ridgef  511 

8.  An  executor  is  justified  in  paying  the  funeral  expenses  of  an  in- 

digent sister  of  the  testator,  for  whose  use  for  life  the  income. 
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and,  if  necessary,  the  principal,  of  one-half  of  his  residuary  estate 
had  been  given.  In  such  ca«>e  the  funeral  expenses  are  necessa- 
ries.    Wilson  V.  SlaaiSf  524 

9.  An  executor's  investment  on  a  first  mortgage  on  lands,  worth,  at 

the  time,  one-third  more  than  the  amount  loaned,  approved, 
although  loss  to  the  estate  subsequently  happened ;  an  invest- 
ment on  a  second  mortgage,  exceeding,  with  the  first  mortgage, 
two-thirds  of  the  value  of  the  premises,  condemned.     Id.,  524 

10.  An  executor  holding  a  bond  and  mortgage  of  one  who  makes  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  whose  estate  pays 
a  dividend,  is  in  laches  in  not  presenting  the  claim  on  the  bond 

to  the  assignee.     /<i.,  524 

11.  SembUj  an  executor  who  resells  Itfnds  bought  in  by  him  on  fore- 

closure of  mortgages  of  the  estate,  need  not  advertise  as  on  a 
public  sale  under  the  statute.    Jd.,  524 

12.  Commissions  allowed,  no  bad  faith  being  shown.    IcL,  524 

13.  Any  person  interested  in  an  estate  as  creditor,  or  otherwise,  has  a 

right  to  file  exceptions  in  the  orphans  court  to  the  account  of  a 
discharged  or  removed  administrator.  Poukon  v.  NaJtional  Bank 
of  Frenchiownf  61S 

See  Assignments,  3 ;  Legacy,  2 ;  Pabtition,  1. 

F. 

Fraud. 

1.  A  willful  misrepresentation  as  to  the  income  derived  from  the 

royalty  on  a  certain  patent,  which  induced  a  land-owner  to  ex- 
chauge  his  property  for  a  one-half  interest  in  such  royalty,  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  fraud  and  deceit  to  set  aside  the  convey- 
ance.    Crosland  v.  Hally  111 

2.  Fraud  perpetrated  by  means  of  a  judgment  is  entitled  to  no  more 

immunity  than  a  fraud  perpetrate<l  by  any  other  means.  Mc" 
chanics  National  Bank  v.  Burnet  Manufacturing  Company ^  486 

3.  If  a  judgment,  founded  upon  a  just  debt,  is  entered   not  for  the 

purpose  of  securing  or  collecting  the  debt,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
being  used  as  a  cover,  to  protect  the  defendant's  property  from 
his  other  creditors,  the  court  will  denounce  it  as  a  fraud  and  s^ 
it  aside,  as  it  would  any  other  fraudulent  contrivance.    /(/.,  486 

See  Evidence,  3 ;  Set-off. 

Frauds  and  Peijuries. 

1.  A  devise  of  rents  arising  out  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  real 
estate,  which  the  executors  were  authorized  and  directed  to  sell, 
is  an  interest  in  lands  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  its  trans- 
fer must  be  evidenced  by  a  note  or  memorandum  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith.    Brown  ▼.  Brovniy  1^50 
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2.  The  asBignment  in  this  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  tbe  written 
memorandum  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  because  it  was 
not  delivered.    Id,,  650 

Fraudulent  Oonveyanoes. 

1.  Mortgaged  premises  were  sold,  and  a  decree  for  deficiency  taken 

against  the  mortgagor.  Thirteen  days  before  such  sale,  the 
mortgagor  conveyed  all  his  lands,  valued  at  $50,000,  to  his  two 
sons,  one  of  them  a  minor,  in  satisfaction  of  an  alleged  indebted- 
ness of  $8,000  to  them,  no  other  debts  being  shown. — Hdd, 
fraudulent  as  against  the  mortgagee.  Hoboken  Bank  for  Saving8 
y.  Beekman,  53^ 

2.  Any  one  liable  on  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  though  only  con- 

tingently liable,  is  a  debtor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  from  the  date  of  his  contract    Schmidt  v.  Qpie,  138> 

3.  All  that  a  judgment  creditor  need  do,  who  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court 

of  equity  against  his  debtor's  land,  is  to  show  a  judgment  at  law 
creating  a  lien  thereon ;  but  if  he  seeks  aid  in  respect  to  his 
debtor's  personal  estate,  he  must  show  not  only  a  judgment,  but 
that  an  execution  has  been  issued.     Id.,  138- 

4.  On  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  being  made,  the  purchaser 

becomes,  in  equity,  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  the  vendor  becomes 
the  owner  of  the  purchase-money,    /c/.,  138- 

5.  If  a  mortgagor  executes  a  mortgage  for  a  fraudulent  purpose,  and 

the  mortgagee  accepts  it,  with  knowledge  of  the  mortgagor's  pur- 
pose, intending  to  aid  him  in  such  purpose,  the  mortgage  will  be 
held  void  as  to  those  who  are  defrauded  by  it,  even  if  it  is 
founded  on  a  perfect  consideration.    Id,,  138- 

6.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  petitioner's  right  to  set  aside  a  voluntary 

conveyance  of  lands,  made  to  defeat  a  personal  decree  for  defi- 
ciency on  a  foreclosure,  that  at  such  foreclobure  sale  the  mort- 
gaged premises  were  bought  by  the  petitioner  (the  mortgagee) 
at  much  less  than  their  actual  value,  where  no  fraudulent  or 
inequitable  conduct  on  the  petitioner's  part  is  shown.  Bohde  v. 
LawUiiSf  412: 

See  Assignments,  2,  3 ;  Setting  Aside  Sales,  2. 

Funeral  Expenses. 

See  Executor,  8 ;  Parent  and  Child. 

G. 

Quardian. 

1.  Upon  the  application  of  the  widow  of  a  decedent  and  of  the  guar- 
dian of  his  minor  children,  and  upon  their  promise  to  repay  him 
out  of  the  rents  of  the  property,  the  complainant,  in  order  to 
save  the  retd  property  of  the  estate  from  a  forced  sale,  a/*  /anced 
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money  sufficient  to  pay  those  creditors  of  the  estate  who  had 
proved  their  claims.  Afterwards,  and  upon  their  like  solicita- 
tion and  promise,  he  advanced  further  sums  of  money  to  pay  in- 
terest on  a  mortgage  on  the  property  and  to  make  necessary  re- 
pairs. Only  a  small  portion  of  such  advances  having  been 
repaid,  he  demanded  the  balance  of  the  guardian,  who  thereupon 
gave  him  a  power  of  attorney  to  collect  the  rents  and  appro- 
priate them  in  satisfaction  of  his  claims,  such  power  acknowledg- 
ing that  his  debt  was  for  money  advanced  for  the  benefit  of  the 
property,  and  to  protect  it  from  a  public  sale.  He  collected  a 
small  amount,  and  then  the  guardian,  without  assigning  any  rea- 
son, refused  to  allow  him  to  collect  any  more  rent.  The  guar- 
dian filed  an  account  in  the  orphans  court,  but  omitted  com- 
plainant's claim  therefrom,  and  an  exception  on  that  account  by 
the  complainant  was  dismissed.  After  demanding  payment  of 
the  widow  and  guardian,  complainant  filed  a  bill  against  them 
for  payment  of  his  claim,  and,  if  the  assets  should  be  insuffi- 
cient, that  the  amount  due  or  the  deficiency  might  be  chai^ged  on 
the  lands.  On  demurrer — Held  (the  power  of  attorney  being 
still  in  existence),  that  equity  would  aid  complainant  in  obtain- 
ing payment  of  his  debt  by  the  collection  of  the  rents  under  the 
power,  Hntil  fully  re-imbnrsed.    James  v.  LanCj  30 

2.  A  guardian  was  held  liable  for  the  am  ount  of  a  promissory  note 
given  by  him  to  his  ward's  mother,  and  after  her  death  taken  into 
his  own  custody  ostensibly  for  safe  keeping,  such  note  being 
found  after  his  death  among  his  effects,  with  his  signature  torn 
off,  and  also  for  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  certain  furniture,  which 
also  belonged  to  the  ward's  mother,  and  was  sold  at  auction  by 
him ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  defence  that  no  administration  of 
the  mother's  estate  was  ever  taken  out ;  both  the  note  and  the 
furniture  having  been  taken  by  the  guardian,  as  such,  into  his 
possession.    MeOiUy,  (yConntU^  256 

H. 

Higrli'W'ay. 

See  CoRPOBATiON,  13-16 ;  Municipal  Cobporation,  1. 

Horse  Railroads. 

See  Corporation,  13-16. 

Husband  and  "Wife.  ^ 

1.  A  bill  to  establisli  a  resulting  trust  averred  merely  that  C.  (the 
husband)  was  married  to  K.  in  1827,  and  that  lands  were  con- 
veyed to  him  in  1831,  but  that  the  consideration  tlierefor  was 
paid  by  the  w^ife  "out  of  her  own  estate." — Held,  insufficient 
The  court  cannot  infer,  from  such  averment,  that  the  wife  had  a 
sepnrute  estate,  and  that  the  consideration  for  such  land  was  paid 
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therefrom,  or  for  its  benefit.  As  the  law  stood  at  her  marriage, 
her  property,  other  than  her  separate  estate,  vested  in  her  hus- 
band, and  even  if  the  money  was  her  separate  estate,  she  may 
have  g^ven  it  to  her  husband.    Joyce  v.  HaineSj  99* 

2.  By  the  common  law,  when  lands  become  vested,  during  coverture, 

in  husband  and  wife,  the  husband  is  entitled  to  the  exclusive 
use  and  possession  of  them  during  their  joint  lives.    Kip  v.  Kip,  21^ 

3.  This  rule,  so  far  as  it  excludes  a  wife,  during  coverture,  from  the 

enjoyment  of  property  thus  held,  was  abolished  by  the  statute  of 
1852,  securing  to  married  women  the  use  of  their  separate 
property.    Id.,  21^ 


See  Divorce. 


Enfant. 

See  Estoppel, 


I. 


Injunction. 

1.  A  foreign  corporation,  without  any  authority  whatever,  laid  a  pipe 

for  transporting  oil  on  the  bottom  of  a  navigable  river,  on  lands- 
belonging  to  the  state,  and  underneath  a  draw-bridge  of  com- 
plainant At  that  point  the  channel  was  so  deep  and  wide  as- 
that  the  laying  of  the  pipe  there  would  not  Interfere  with  the 
bridge.  A  preliminary  injunction  to  prevent  such  pipe-laying 
was  denied,  because,  (1)  The  pipe  had  been  laid  before  the  ap- 
plication for  the  injunction  was  made.  (2)  The  lands  where  the 
pipe  crosses  the  bridge  belong  to  the  state,  and  the  complainants 
have  no  legislative  authority  to  reclaim  them.  (3)  The  pipe,  as 
laid,  does  not  interfere  with  or  obstruct  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  draw-bridge  nor  any  lawful  filling.  (4)  The 
complainants'  franchise  of  carrying  oil  is  not  exclusive,  and 
therefore  does  not  prevent  any  other  company  from  doing  so,  if 
not  in  contravention  of  the  company's  franchise,  much  less  so 
when  it  appears  the  defendants  intend  to  transport  only  their  own 
oil.     United  Co.  v.  Standard  OU  Co.,  12$ 

2.  After  complainants  had  constructed  their  railroad  tracks  through 

a  city,  part  of  the  lands  which  its  tracks  traversed  was  con- 
demned by  the  city,  in  order  to  cross  them  with  a  street. 
This  necessitated  a  bridge,  which  was  sixteen  feet  above  the 
tracks.  The  bridge,  although  built  by  the  company,  was  paid 
for  by  the  city.  Subsequently,  the  defendants,  by  virtue  of  a 
resolution  passed  by  the  city  authorities,  laid  a  pipe  for  trans- 
porting oil  along  and  underneath  the  surface  of  the  street,  and 
crossed  complainant's  tracks  at  and  on  a  level  with,  and  along- 
side of,  the  bridge.  A  preliminary  injunction  to  prevent  each 
crossing,  applied  for  by  the  railroad  company  and  its  receiver 
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appointed  bj  this  court,  was  refused,  because :  (1.)  The  pipe  had 
been  laid  before  the  application  for  the  injunction  was  made. 
(2.)  To  justify  its  allowance,  there  is  shown  no  irreparable  in- 
jury,  either  from  leakage  of  the  oil  to  be  transported,  which  is 
highly  inflammable,  or  interference  with  the  elevation  of  the 
bridge,  if  complainants  desire  to  raise  it.  (3.)  The  complainants 
have  no  monopoly  in  carrying  oil,  and  hence  cannot  object  to 
lawful  competition.  (4.)  No  comtempt  towards  this  ooprt  appears 
by  defendant's  action.     Central  E.  R.  Co,  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,         127 

S,  If  the  equity  judge  has  allowed  an  interlocutory  injunction,  which 
afterwards  clearly  appears  to  him  to  have  been  improperly  al- 
lowed, he  may,  of  his  own  motion,  set  it  aside  at  any  time  without 
any  notice  having  been  given  of  an  application  to  dissolve.  The 
statute,  requiring  eight  days'  previous  notice  of  a  motion  to  dis- 
solve an  injunction,  has  reference  to  applications  to  dissolve 
made  by  a  party.  But,  on  appeal  from  an  order  of  dissolution, 
made  under  such  circumstances,  the  appellate  court  will  consider 
only  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  court  below,  for  its  judicial 
action.     Conover  v.  RuckmaUf  303 

4.  An  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved  merely  because  the  complain- 

ant, in  his  bill,  has  unintentionally  misstated  some  of  the  facts 
on  which  his  claim  to  relief  is  founded,  such  misstatements  not 
affecting  the  merits.    Frome  v.  Freeholders  of  Warren,  464 

5.  Lands  condemned  by  a  municipal  corporation  and  in  public  use 

for  a  street  before  payment  of  award  of  damages,  will  not,  at  the 
instance  of  the  owner,  be  restrained  in  their  use  by  injunction, 
where  a  remedy  at  law  exists,  either  by  ejectment  or  by  suit  for 
the  award.    Jersey  City  v.  Gardner,  622 

See  Appeal,  2 ;  Contract,  2 ;  Easements. 

Insanity. 

1.  When  no  fraud  is  alleged,  and  where  incapacity  is  the  ground  on 

which  a  deed  is  sought  to  be  set  aside,  the  test  is,  had  the  grantor 
sufficient  mind  to  comprehend,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  the  na- 
ture and  effect  of  what  he  was  doing?    BlakeUy  v.  Blakeley,  502 

2.  A  suitor  who  seeks  to  set  aside  a  deed  on  the  ground  of  incapacity, 

must  do  something  more  than  show  insanity;  he  must  show  that 
the  transaction  he  seeks  to  invalidate  was  affected  by  the 
grantor's  derangement.     Jd.y  502 

8.  A  deed  made  by  a  person  of  non-sane  mind,  before  unsoundness  is 
established  by  inquisition,  is  not  void,  but  merely  voidable,  and 
may  be  confirmed  in  lucid  intervals  so  as  to  be  unimpeachable. 
Id.,  502 

See  Divorce,  11 ;  Wills. 

Insolvency. 

See  Assignments,  3 ;  Corporation,  12. 


<i  Stew.]  INDEX.  G87 

Interest. 

See  Corporation,  12 ;  Dower  ;  Executors,  2. 

J. 

Jurisdiction. 

1.  To  compel  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of  written  instruments^ 

whicli  have  spent  their  force  and  are  mere  nullities,  but  which, 
left  in  an  uncanceled  state,  may  becloud  a  title,  or  be  used  for 
dishonest  purposes,  is  an  ancient  and  well-established  head  of 
equity  jurisprudence.  A  court  of  equity  will  assume  jurisdiction 
and  compel  the  surrender  of  the  instniiiient,  or  limit  its  use  to 
such  purposes  as  may  seem  to  it  to  be  equital^le,  when  a  suit  at 
law  is  already  ()ending,  if  it  shall  appear  that  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  instrument  may  not  be  used,  in  such  suit,  for  a  dis- 
honest or  inequitable  purpose.     Foley  v.  Kirk,  170 

2.  The  question  whether  a  deed  was  intended,  by  the  parties  thereto, 

to  operate  as  a  mortgage  or  as  an  absolute  conveyance,  is  one 
that  a  common  law  court  can  neither  hear  nor  determine.  It  is 
a  question  Ijelonging  exclusively  to  equity  tribunals,  and  over 
which  common  law  tribunals  have  no  jurisdiction  whatever.  Id.,  170 

3.  Equity  deals  with  equitable  estates  a^^   though  they  were  legal 

estates.    Kip  v.  A'/p,  213 

4.  The  orphans  court  has  no  power  to  relieve  a  creditor  on  the  ground 

that  his  omission  to  file  his  claim  in  due  time  arose  from  his 
mistake,  and  not  from  mere  negligence.     Ellison  v.  Lir^ddey^         259 

5.  On  a  bill  filed  for  the  reformation  of  the  bond  of  the  treasurer  of 

a  society,  because  seals  were  omitted  therefrom,  and  for  a  decree 
fixing  the  amount  due  thereon  from  the  treasurer  and  his  surety 
— Held^  that  while  the  bond  could  be  reformed  as  to  the  seals,  no 
decree  could  be  granted  for  the  amount  due  thereon,  because  the 
remedy  at  law  was  adequate,  and  a  demurrer  on  the  latter 
ground  was  sustainable.    Red  Jacket  Tribe  v.  JBbjf,  441 

^.  Objections  which  relate  to  tlie  regularity  of  a  judgment  at  law, 
or  to  the  validity  of  the  instrument  upon  which  it  is  founded, 
are  not  relievable  in  equity.  Mechanics  National  Bank  v.  JBumet 
Man,  Co.,  486 

7.  The  remedy  for  grievances  of  this  character  is  either  by  applica- 
tion to  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  is  entered,  or  by  writ  of 
error.    Id.,  486 

S.  A  judgment  at  law  can  only  be  impeached  in  a  court  of  equity  for 
fraud  in  its  concoction,  or  upon  a  purely  equitable  defence,  or 
aix>n  the  ground  that  a  good  defence  at  law  has  been  lost  by 
fraud,  Ignorance  or  accident    Id.,  486 

9.  The  claim  in  this  case  held  to  be  an  equitable  one,  and  one  which, 
being  equitable,  and  also  for  an  unliquidated  amount,  oould  not 
be  enforced  by  mnndnmvs.     Allen  v.  Williams,  585 
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10.  Bighu  which  inhere  in  the  party  seeking  aid  in  court,  most  de- 
termine the  jurisdiction,  and  not  those  of  the  defendant  Jersey 
City  V.  Ckirdner,  622 

L. 

Laohes. 

See  Specific  Perforb^ance,  1,2;  Estoppel  ;  Injunction,  1,  2 
Pleading,  8 ;  Setting  Aside  Sales,  8. 

1.  A  parent  gave  testamentary  power  to  her  executors  to  sell  a  certain 
house  and  lot,  and  to  set  apart  $3,000  of  the  amount  derived 
therefrom  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  her  daughter  Julia 
(the  wife  of  C.))  who  was  to  receive  the  interest  and  income 
thereof  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  her  death  it  was  to  be  paic 
to  the  persons  who  at  that  time  might  be  her  heirs  at  law  ;  and 
further  provided  that,  if  Julia  should  so  elect,  the  fund  might 
be  invested  in  a  house  and  lut,  which  she  might  select,  and 
which  should  be  conveyed  to  her;  with  a  further  declaration 
that  Julia  should  enjoy  the  same  free  from  the  control  of  her 
husband.  Testatrix's  house  and  lot  have  been  sold.  Julia's 
husband  is  dead,  and  on  bill  to  compel  the  executors  to  pay  over 
lo  her  absolutely  the  $3,000 — Heidj  that  since  Julia  could  re- 
quire llie  executors  to  purchase  a  house*  and  convey  it  to  her,  for 
her  sole  and  absolute  use  and  disposition,  she  is  entitled  to  have  the 
$3,000  paid  to  iier  directly  and  absolutely.     Courier  v.  Howelly        Si> 

•  2.  A  testator  gave  the  interest  on  certain  funds,  which  were  to  be  se- 
curely invested  on  bond  and  mortgage,  to  his  wife  for  life  or 
widowhood,  for  the  support  of  herself  and  their  son,  with  a  pro- 
viso tliat  on  her  remarriage,  her  right  to  such  interest  should 
cease,  and  it  should  be  payable  for  the  support  of  the  son  only ; 
and  if  she  should  remain  unmarrie<l  until  the  son  attained  his 
majority,  he  should  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  income  for  his 
own  use  ;  and  that  at  her  decease  all  tne  estate  should  go  to  the 
son  absolutely,  so  soon  as  he  should  marry  or  become  of  age,  but 
if  he  should  die  without  heirs,  or  before  he  came  into  full  pos- 
session, then  over.  The  widow  and  two  others  were  appointed 
executors.  The  testator  died  in  1840,  and  his  widow,  who,  with 
one  of  the  other  appointees,  proved  the  will,  remarried  in  1847. 
In  1848,  the  executors  who  proved  the  will  filed  their  final  ac- 
count, and  invested  the  fund  as  directed  by  the  will,  until  its  re- 
payment to  the  executor  in  1873,  when  it  was  invested  in  first 
mortgage  on  city  lots,  then  worth  three  times  as  much  as  the 
fund  invested.  Afterwards,  the  mortgagor  became  insolvent, 
and  the  executor,  on  foreclosure,  was  obliged  to  buy  in  the  prop- 
erty, in  order  to  protect  the  fund.  The  son  came  of  age  in  1860. 
He  wns  married  to  complainant  in  1858,  and  died  in  1864^  leav- 
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ing  a  child  bom  of  tlie  complainant  in  I860,  who  is  still  living. 
— Held,  (1)  On  construction  of  the  will,  that  the  son  was  enti- 
tled to  the  entire  estate  on  the  remarriage  of  the  widow,  and  the 
gift  over  was  defeated  by  the  son's  leaving  lawful  issue  surviving 
at  his  death. — Held,  also,  (2)  That  the  executor's  discretion  as 
to  the  security  of  the  investment  in  1873  appearing  to  have  been 
fairly  exercised,  and  he  having  obtained  advice  from  reputable 
counsel  that  the  principal  of  the  fund  did  not  go  to  the  son  un- 
less he  survived  his  mother,  he  is  guilty  of  no  breach  of  trust, 
either  because  he  continued  to  hold  the  fund  afier  the  gift  over 
was  defeated,  or  because  of  the  investment  in  1873,  and  that  the 
land  is  the  fund.    Perrine  v.  Vreeland,  102 

3.  Where  a  parent  bequeaths  a  legacy  to  a  child  it  is  understood  to 

be  a  portion,  and  if,  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  the  parent 
gives  a  sum  of  money  to  the  child,  equal  in  amount  to  the  legacy, 
if  it  be,  ejintdetn  generis,  it  will  be  an  ademption  of  the  legacy, 
if  so  intended.     Van  Houten  v.  Post,  344 

4.  The  advancement  of  a  less  sum,  with  intent  to  go  on  the  legacy, 

will  be  an  ademption  pro  tanto.    Id.,  344 

5.  Evidence  of  parol  declarations  of  testator  of  the  fact  of  giving  the 

money  is  not  admissible,  but  such  fact  must  be  proved  by  other 
testimony.    Id.,  344 

6.  Charges  in  books,' made  by  parent  against  child,  to  show  advance^ 

ments,  admitted  in  evidence;  such  testimony  having  been  so 
long  received  by  the  courts  of  this  state.    Id,,  344 

7.  The  fact  of  the  money  having  passed  from  the  parent  to  the  child 

being  proved,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  the 
legacy ;  but  the  presumption  will  be  slight,  and  evidence  of 
parol  declarations  of  testator  that  he  did  not  so  intend,  and  also 
his  declarations  in  reply  thereto  that  he  did  so  intend,  are  admis- 
sible.   Id.,  344 

8.  Whether  intended  to  be  a  gift,  independent  of  the  legacy,  or  the 

payment  of  a  debt,  or  a  portion  in  ademption  of  the  legacy,  is  to 
be  decided  by  the  circumstances  and  facts  proved  in  each  case. 
/</.,  344 

9.  A  testator  gave  to  his  wife  the  use  an<l  income  of  his  house  and 

lands,  for  her  life,  and  directed  his  executors  to  supply  her  out 
of  his  entate  with  everything  that  she  might  need  or  desire  for 
her  comfort,  sustenance  and  happiness.  He  then  gave  a  specific 
legacy  to  S. ;  several  pecuniary  legacies  to  others,  and  devised 
his  house  and  lands,  after  his  widow's  death,  to  the  trustees  of  a 
church,  ns  a  parsonage,  on  certain  conditions. — Held,  (1)  That 
the  executors  must  resort  to  the  principal  of  the  personalty,  for 
the  widow's  support,  if  the  income  thereof  be  insufficient.  (2) 
That  the  payment  of  the  general  legacies  must  be  postponed 
until  after  the  widow's  death,  and  would  be  subject  to  ratable 

44 
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abatement  if  there  should  be  a  deficiency.  (3)  That  the  specific 
legacy  must  be  paid  now,  and  without  abatement.  JBonham  y. 
BonKoMf  476 

10.  A  court  of  equity  will  g^ve  efifect  to  an  assignment  of  an  expected 
legacy  executed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  if  made  for  a  valu- 
able consideration.    Bacon  v.  Banham,  614 

11.  In  such  case,  absence  of  fraud,  good  consideration  and  adequacy 
of  price,  should  be  proved,  affirmatively,  by  the  party  claiming 
the  benefit  of  the  assignment.    Jd^  614 


lien. 

1.  A  statutory  lien  on  lands  for  annual  water-rents  cannot  be  extended 

by  construction  so  as  to  include  water  furnished  by  the  city  com- 
missioners under  ft  contract  with  a  tenant  for  years ;  and  hence  a 
sale  of  the  premises  occupied  by  such  tenant,  for  default  in  pay- 
ing  such  water-rents,  is  tUira  vires,  and  may  be  set  aside  on  appli- 
cation of  the  owner.     QirpenUr  y.\Hobohen,  "  27 

2.  A  prior  mortgage  to  "  8.  A  Co.,  a  firm  composed  of  T.  S.  and  J. 

8.,''  will  be  postponed  to  a  subsequent  one  given  to  secure  a  loan 
made  upon  the  strength  of  an  agreement  of  J.  8.,  surviving  part- 
ner, and  one  of  the  executors  of  T.  S.,  deceased,  to  the  effect  that 
tlie  lender's  lien  should  be  preferred.  Mui*  Life  Ins,  Co,  v.  Stvar- 
gf,  328 

See  Corporation,  12 ;  Fraudulent  Conveyance,  3 ;  Municipal 
(^Corporation,  2 ;  Partition,  1 ;  Taxes,  2. 

M. 

Marshalinff  Assets. 

1.  On  marshaling  the  assets  of  both   partnership  and   individual 

estates,  under  separate  assignments  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
the  partnership  creditors  are  not  entitled,  after  exhausting  the 
partnership  assets,  to  resort  to  the  individual  ausets  until  after 
the  individual  creditors'  claims  have  been  satisfied.  Davis  v. 
HwoeU,  72 

2.  An  ancestor  bought  certain  lands,  and,  by  his  deed,  assumed  to 

pay  a  mortgage  theretm,  and  its  amount  was  allowed  to  him  as  so 
much  of  the  purchase-money.  Hdd^  that  this  was  not  such  a 
{lersonal  assumption  of  the  mortgage  as  entitled  the  heir,  to  whom 
the  premises  descended,  to  exoneration  out  of  the  personal  estate 
for  the  amount  of  the  mortgage.     Mount  v.  Van  Ness^  262 

3.  Wliere  there  are  three  encumbrances  on  the  same  property,  the 

first  of  which  is  entitled  to  priority  over  the  sccoimI,  but  is  sub- 
ordinate to  the  third,  which  in  subordinate  to  the  second,  they 
will  be  marshaled  as  follows :  the  third,  if  it  be  for  as  large  a  sum 
or  a  larger  sum  than  the  first,  will  be  paid  to  the  extent  of  the 
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sum  secured  bjr  the  first ;  then  the  second  encumbrance  will  be    . 
paid  in  full  if  the  property  is  sufficient,  and  then  the  residue  to 
the  third,  if  there  be  a  residue ;  and  then  the  first  encumbrance 
will  come  in.    The  principle  of  Clement  y.  Katghny  2  MeOoarL 
48y  approved  and  developed.    Hoag  v.  Sayre^  55S 

4.  A  took  a  chattel  mortgage  for  (2,1 50  and  failed  to  record  it;  B, 
with  knowledge  of  the  first  mortgage,  took  a  second  one  for 
(1,160;  C  obtained  a  judgment  for  $3,000  on  the  same  day  with 
the  second  mortgage,  and  made  a  levy. — Hdd^  that  C  had  the 
first  lien  to  the  extent  of  $2,150,  the  amount  of  the  first  mort- 
gage; then  that  the  residue  of  the  judgment  and  the  second 
mortgage  should  be  paid  pari  passu,  and,  lastly,  that  the  first 
mortgage  should  come  in  for  payment.    Id.,  552 

See  Lien,  2. 

Hazims. 

Jim  dieeref  non  dare^  187 

Omnia  prixsmnumiur  eonlbra  epolitUorem,  257 

Nemo  est  heeres  viventiSf  47 

ViffilarUibus  nan  dcrmientibus  jura  subveniuntf  21 

2ILiu.ee, 

See  Waste. 

Mortgage. 

1.  A  statute  requiring  mortgages  to  be  roistered,  or  to  lose  their 

priority  as  against  subsequent  judgpnent-creditors,  or  bona  fide 
purchasers  or  mortgagees  of  the  same  premises,  without  notice, 
applies  to  a  mortgage  given  to  the  state.  A  suit  for  the  foreclo- 
sure of  a  mortgage  given  after,  but  registered  before,  one  given 
to  the  state  on  the  same  lands,  is  a  suit  **  arising  out  of  any  pre- 
vious lien  or  encumbrance"  {Bev,  1££3),  to  which  the  state  may 
be  made  a  party,  and  have  its  rights  in  the  premises  determined. 
Clement  v.  BarOeU,  43 

2.  In  determining  the  question  whether  a  deed,  absolute  on  its  foce,  is 

what  it  purports  to  be,  or  a  mortgage,  the  fact  that  the  parties, 
after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  still  understood  that  the  relation 
of  creditor  and  debtor  continued,  in  respect  to  the  debt  on  which 
the  deed  is  founded,  must  generally  be  regarded  as  decisive  in 
showing  that  the  instrument  was  intended  to  be  a  mortgage. 
Budd  v.  Van  Orden,  143 

3.  The  only  infallible  test  of  the  value  of  a  merchantable  article  is 

what  it  is  actually  sold  for  at  a  fair  sale.    Id,,  143 

4.  A  mortgagee  in  possession,  holding  under  a  deed  absolute  on  its 

face,  who  sells  the  mortgaged  premises,  is  bound  to  account  to 
his  mortgager  at  the  price  at  which  he  sold,  though  he  may  be 
able  to  show,  by  the  opinion  of  competent  judges,  that  such  price 
is  in  excess  of  their  market  value.    Id,,  143 
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.  6.  In  ascertaining  the  sum  for  which  a  decree  for  deficiency  should 
be  made,  the  sum  for  which  the  mortgaged  premises  were  sold 
must,  so  long  as  the  sale  stands,  be  taken,  as  between  the  parties 
to  the  suit,  as  a  conclusive  test  of  the  value  of  the  mortgaged 
premises.     Snyder  v.  Blair^  20& 

6.  On  such  an  inquiry,  the  court  is  not  at  liberty,  in  case  tlie  market 

value  of  the  premises  happens  to  exceed  the  sum  realized  at  the 
sale,  to  deduct  the  market  value  and  enter  a  decvee  only  for  the 
balance  of  the  mortgage  debt.    /</.,  20& 

7.  A  bond  and  mortgage  belonging  to  a  husband  were  assigned  by 

him  to  one  S.,  and  by  S.  immediately  re-assigned  to  the  wife ; 
both  assignments  were  duly  acknowledged,  and  that  to  S.  recorded, 
by  the  husband's  direction,  but  the  bond  and  mortgage  and  both 
assignments  remained  in  the  husband's  possession,  except  once 
afterwards  when  the  mortgage  was  delivered  to  the  wife  for  a 
teniporary  purpose  and  then  returned  by  her  to  her  husband. 
There  was  no  consideration  for  the  transfer. — Held,  that  as  there 
was  no  delivery  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  and  assignment  to  the 
wife,  the  title  thereto  never  passed  to  or  vested  in  her.  Ruekman 
V.  Ruchnan,  3H 

8.  Two  mortgages  were  given,  one  in  1854  and  the  other  in  1855,  and 

duly  recorded,  to  H.,  who  died  in  1874,  and  gave  them  to  his 
daughter  M.  In  1879,  M.  asked  of  the  mortgagor,  who  then 
owned  the  mortgaged  premises,  an  acknowledgment  that  the 
mortgages,  on  which  nothing  had  ever  been  paid,  were  still  valid 
securities,  to  which  the  mortgagor  agreed,  and,  in  the  presence 
of  a  witness,  sigued  such  an  acknowledgment,  endorsed  on  each 
mortgage.  Afterwards  the  mortgages  were  assigned  by  M.  to  the 
complainant,  who  sent  them  to  the  mortgagor  to  obtuin  his 
admission  as  to  the  genuineness  of  his  signature  (his  mark),  and 
the  mortgagor  thus  obtained  possession  of  them,  and  ever  after 
professed  to  be  unable  to  find  or  produce  them. — Held,  that  the 
acknowledgment  destroyed  the  presumption  of  payment  from 
lapse  of  time  as  to  the  mortgagor,  and  that,  as  to  a  second  mortga- 
gee— such  mortgagee  had  such  constructive  notice  from  the  record, 
where  the  mortgage  was  uncanceled,  as  to  put  him  on  inquiry, 
and  that  the  proof  in  the  c&se  showed,  outside  of  the  acknowledg- 
ment, that  the  mortgages  had  never  been  paid.  Murphy  v. 
Coaiat,  424 

9.  A  bona  fide  release  of  an  assumption  of  a  mortgage  was  verbally 

agreed  upon  before  suit  brought  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  but 
the  releai^e  was  not  executed  until  after  suit  brought.  Without 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  suit,  it  was  executed  and  the 
consideration  paid. — Held,  to  discharge  the  assumption.  (yNciil 
V.  Clark,  444. 

10.  Where  a  person  took  an  absolute  conveyancey  but  which  was,  in 
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point  of  fact,  a  mortgage,  and  sold  the  premises  as  his  own,  repu- 
diating the  interest  of  the  grantor,  and  took  a  mortgage  for  part 
of  the  consideration  money — Hddy  that  it  was  not  inequitable  to 
charge  him,  in  his  accounts  with  the  grantor,  with  the  amount  of 
the  money  secured  bj  the  mortgage  taken  by  him,  as  so  much 
cash  in  hand.     Van  Orden  y.  Budd^  564 

See  AoENT,  2 ;  Dower  ;  Evidence,  5 ;  Execttobs,  5 ;  Jubisdio 
•noN,  2 ;  Mabshalino  Assets,  2 ;  Parties,  2 ;  8et-0pf  ;  Us- 
ury ;  Constitution,  2 ;  Municipal  Corporations,  2 ;  Trusts, 
3. 

Municipal  Corporation. 

1.  Complainant  moyed  back  a  fence  along  a  public  street,  and  threw 

out  a  strip  of  land  six  feet  in  width,  thereby  rendering  the  street 
more  dangerous  for  trayel,  by  throwing  a  ditch  running  along 
the  fence  nearer  the  centre  of  the  street.  Thereupon  the  street 
commissioners  began  to  cut  away  part  of  the  strip  of  land,  in 
order  to  alter  the  ditch  and  render  the  passage  of  the  street 
safer. — Hddf  that  complainant  could  not  enjoin  the  acts  of  the 
commissioners  in  that  matter,  because  (1)  if  he  had  dedicated  the 
strip  of  land,  the  commissioners  had  authority  (under  the  act  for 
'*the  improvement  of  Somerville")  to  improve  it;  and  (2)  if  he 
had  not  dedicated  it,  such  injury  was  not  irreparable,  and  he 
could  obtain  adequate  redress  at  law. — Held^  also,  that  since  such 
commissioners  had  power  to  remove  encroachments  on  highways 
only  by  resolution  or  ordinance,  their  threatened  removal  of 
complainant's  fence  so  as  to  add  to  such  highway  an  additional 
strip  of  land  from  five  to  nine  feet  wide  because  of  an  alleged  en- 
croachment to  that  extent,  without  any  official  direction  by  res- 
olution or  ordinance,  and  without  first  ascertaining  whether  there 
was  an  actual  encroachment,  the  complainant  and  his  grantors 
having  been  in  quiet  possession  of  the  premises  for  thirty  years, 
might  be  enjoined.     Doughty  v.  SomervilUj  1 

2.  Under  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Rah  way,  adopted  in  1865,  the 

lien  of  the  city  for  ordinary  municipal  taxes  and  for  assessments 
for  street  improvements,  is  prior  to  a  bona  fide  mortgage  on  the 
premises  made  and  registered  before  the  levy  or  assessment. 
Thompson  v.  Thorp,  401 

3.  The  supplement  to  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Newark,  framed  April 

15th,  1868  (P.  L.  of  18G8p,  1002),  construed,  and  held  to  be 
constitutional.    Smith  v.  Newark^  545 

Sec  Injunction,  2 ;  Parties,  1 ;  Pleadino,  2. 

N. 

Notice. 

Su  Injunction,  3 ;  Mobtoaqe,  8. 
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O. 
Orphans  Oourt. 

See  ExECXJTOBS,  13 ;  Jubisdiction,  4 ;  Pbactice,  2. 

Parent  and  Child. 

1.  Where  appellant  took  into  his  own  family  an  orphan,  and  educated 
and  supported  her  nntil  she  was  sixteen  years  old,  when  she 
went  elsewhere  to  work,  and  received  her  own  earnings  for  a 
time,  but  becoming  sick  she  returned — Heldy  that  appellant  was 
entitled  to  recover  from  her  estate  the  expenses  of  her  last  illness 
and  funeral.  AliUrj  as  to  clothing  and  board  furnished.  Schoiedd 
y.  lUiboU,  534 

See  Leoact,  3-8. 

P. 

Parties. 

1.  Where  the  authority  of  commissioners  is  terminated  by  their  as- 

sessment and  return  to  the  common  council,  they  are  unnecessary 
parties  to  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  lands  ordered  by  the  com- 
mon council  and  predicated  on  their  proceedings.  Carpenter  v. 
Hoboken,  27 

2.  The  omission  of  the  assignor  as  a  party  to  a  foreclosure  by  the 

complainant  (who  held  the  mortgage  as  collateral),  no  objection 
on  that  ground  being  raised  by  the  answer,  and  no  necessity  for 
his  being  made  a  party  appearing,  could  not  be  set  up  at  the 
hearing.    Stevens  v.  Beeves,  427 

3.  A  defendant  to  a  creditor's  bill,  after  having  been  admitted  as  a 

co-complainant,  may  have  the  conduct  of  the  cause  committed  to 
himself,  on  the  ground  of  great  delay  on  complainant's  part,  and 
on  terms  as  to  indemnifying  complainant  against  future  costs  in 
the  cause.     Thompson  v.  Fisier,  480 

4.  A  party  who,  having  acquired  an  interest  during  the  pendency  of 

the  suit,  applies,  under  the  chancery  act,  to  be  made  a  party  in 
order  to  move  to  open  the  decree,  must  present,  in  his  petition,  a 
case  of  substantial  equity,    /d.,  480 

5.  Claiming  in  the  court  below  the  right  to  be  let  in  as  a  party  for  a 

specified  purpose,  he  cannot  object,  on  appeal,  to  the  order  re- 
fusing his  admission,  that  he  had  the  right  to  be  joined  to  the 
suit  for  another  purpose.    Davis  v.  Sullivan^  669 

See  Agent,  1 ;  Appeal,  1 ;  Contract,  1 ;  Dower  ;  MoRTOAaE,  1. 

Partition. 

1.  A  testator  gave  his  homestead  farm  to  three  of  his  children  equally, 
and  further  gave  legacies  to  his  widow  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  "se- 
cured on  good  freehold  security,  and  the  interes't  thereof  pud 
half-yearly  to  her;"  and  also  the  interest  on  a  legacy  to  » 
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daughter  for  life.  He  then,  afUr  the  payment  or  securing  of  the 
above-nanie<l  legacies,  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate,  including 
the  remainders  of  the  legacies,  to  the  three  tirst-named  children. 
One  of  them  and  a  person  not  of  the  family  were  the  executors. 
They  had  never  filed  any  account.  On  a  bill  for  a  partition  of 
the  farm  by  such  executor — Held,  (1)  that  the  legacies  were 
charged  on  the  whole  farm,  and  the  amount  due  thereon  ought 
to  be  ascertained  before  a  sale  was  ordered  on  partition ;  (2)  that 
the  complainant,  who,  by  purchase  from  his  brother,  since  tes* 
tator's  death,  had  acquired  another  third  of  the  farm,  and  had 
occupied  it  since  then,  could  not  be  called  to  account  by  the  de- 
fendant, for  the  one-third  of  the  proceeds  of  the  farm  during  his 
occupancy,  without  a  cross>biIl ;  (3)  that  since  the  amount  of  the 
personal  estate,  and  the  extent  of  the  deficiency  thereof  to  satisfy 
the  debts  and  legacies,  did  not  appear,  a  sale  would  not  be 
ordered  until  after  the  executors  have  settled  their  aci*ount  in 
the  orphans  court.    Adams  v.  Beidanan,  77 

2.  Ck)mplainants  bought  lands  adjoining  their  fa'-tories  in  1871).  The 
title  to  an  interest  therein  (sup)>osed  to  be  one^ixth)  was  in  some 
doubt,  but  no  claimant  therefor  had  appeared  since  1846,  and 
they  were  assured  that  their  title  to  the  whole  was  good.  In 
order  to  fortify  their  title,  they  took  a  transfer  of  a  decla- 
ration of  sale  of  the  premises  for  taxes,  made  in  1860.  After- 
wards they  contracted  for  the  erection  of  buildings  and  ma- 
chinery on  the  lands,  to  be  used  in  connection  with  their  other 
works,  and  erected  the  buildings  thereon  accordingly.  On  a  bill 
quia  timetf  filed  by  them  to  quiet  their  title  to  the  before-men- 
tioned interest,  certain  claimants  appeared,  and  the  proceedings 
in  that  suit  were  dismissed  as  to  them.  On  a  bill  for  partition — 
Heldf  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  not  such  as  to  de- 
prive complainants  of  the  right  to  equitable  partition  between 
them  and  the  owners  of  the  interest.     Atha  v.  Jewell,  417 

See  SfmiNO  Aside  Sales,  3. 

artnership. 

See  Lien,  2 ;  Marshaijno  Assets,  1 ;  Usury,  4. 

ayment. 

See  Agent,  2 ;  Mortoaoe,  8. 

leadingf. 

1.  To  a  judgment-creditor's  bill  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  lands, 
alleged  to  be  fraudulent  as  against  such  creditor,  to  which  the 
grantor  (the  debtor),  his  wife  and  their  grantee  were  made  de- 
fendants, the  wife  did  not  demur,  as  she  might  have  done,  but 
filed  a  plea  setting  forth  a  sheriff's  sale  and  conveyance  of  the 
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premises  to  her,  under  an  execution  issued  out  of  this  court 
against  her  husband  and  another,  before  the  alleged  fraudulent 
oonvejance. — Heldy  on  argument  of  the  plea,  that  it  is  not  good, 
because  it  does  not  set  out  any  order  or  decree  on  which  the  ex- 
ecution issued.     Westing  v.  Schrtiss,  42 

2.  Where,  on  a  bill  to  remove  cloud  from  title,  arising  from  a  mu- 

nicipal assessment  and  sale  thereunder,  it  was  averred  merely 
that  the  city  was  made  a  party  to  a  suit  for  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage on  the  premises,  and  a  decree  obtained  therein,  and  the 
premises  sold — Held,  on  demurrei;  that  such  decree  and  pro- 
ceedings do  not  bar  the  city  from  selling  such  premises  under  a 
valid  assessment,  where  it  is  not  alleged  that  such  mortgage  was 
prior  to  the  assessment,  or  that  the  assessment  was  attacked  or 
called  in  question  in  the  foreclosure  suit,  or  the  city  called  on  to 
redeem  because  the  assessment  may  have  been  paramount  to  the 
mortgage.     IHckinaon  v.  I\rentonf  '  63 

3.  Tn  1868  and  1869  the  New  Jersey  Western  Railroad  Company, 

acting  under  legislative  authority,  constructed  parts  of  a  railroad 
in  this  state,  snd  the  complainants  and  others  subscribed  and 
paid  for  its  stock.  In  1870  it  was  consolidated  with  other  rail- 
roads, built  or  to  be  built,  by  an  act  authorizing  compensation  to 
such  stockholders  of  the  New  Jersey  Western  as  were  dissatis- 
fied therewith.  A  mortgage,  covering  all  the  property  of  the 
consolidated  roads,  was  given,  and  the  legality  of  the  consolida- 
tion recognized  by  subsequent  legislation.  Against  some  of  the 
defendants  there  appeared  to  be  some  grounds  fur  applying  for 
relief.— //c/c/,  that  it  cannot  be  satisfactorily  determined,  on  the 
statements  of  the  bill,  whether  the  complainants  have,  by  acqui- 
escence, lost  their  rights  as  stockholders,  and  the  demurrer, 
being  too  general,  was  overruled.  Hoxsey  el  al.  v.  New  Jersey 
Midland  Railway  Co.^  119 

4.  A  material  and  controlling  fact,  which  is  clearly  and  fully  averred 

in  the  bill  and  not  denied  or  alluded  to  in  the  answer,  must  be 
taken  as  confessed.    Pumell  v.  Boydy  190 

5.  A  bill  which  fails  to  make  a  case,  which  if  omitted  or  proved  will 

entitle  the  complainant  to  a  decree,  must  be  held  bad  on  general 
demurrer.     Kip  v.  A7;),  213 

6.  In  equity  pleadings,  such  degree  of  certainty  should  be  adopted  as 

will  give  the  opposite  party  full  information  of  the  case  he  is 
called  upon  to  meet.     Id.,  .  213 

7.  At  or  after  final  hearing,  it  is  too  late  to  object  to  mere  want  of 

precision  in  the  bill.     Id.,  213 

8.  A  bill  alleging  that  a  contract  about  a  mortgage  given  to  S.  &  Co., 

was  made  by  that  firm  or  their  survivors  and  legal  representa- 
tives, and  setting  out  who  are  the  surviving  partner  and  leading 
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representatives  of  the  deceased,  and  making  them  defendants,  is 
not  so  vague  as  to  justify  the  vacation  of  a  decree  based  upon  the 
contract,  especially  after  the  decree  has  been  executed.  MtUual 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  SlurgeSj  328 

9.  Where  a  bill  alleged  that  a  deed  was  given  merely  to  secure  a 
debt,  and  the  answers  admitted  that  the  grantors  made  a  certain 
deed  in  writing,  of  such  date  and  of  such  purport  and  effect  as 
in  the  bill  mentioned  and  set  forth — Held,  not  to  be  such  an  ad- 
mission of  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  deed  as  to  preclude  all 
inquiry  on  the  subject.    Brown  v.  Bakn,  469 

See  Executors,  1 ;  Husband  and  Wipe,  1 ;  Injunction,  4 ;  Pab- 
TiTiON,  1 ;  Settinq  Aside  Sales,  3. 

Possession. 

See  GuABDiAN,  2 ;  Husband  and  Wife,  2,  3 ;  Mobtqaoe,  4, 10. 

'ost  Office. 

See  Assignment,  1. 

^cwers. 

See  CoRPOBATiON,  4-6 ;  Tbustb,  5. 

'raotice. 

1.  A  bill  may  be  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  without  reference,  if,  on 

the  pleadings  and  proofs,  the  court  can  then  decide  the  question. 
TiUotson  V.  Oemer,  313 

2.  Where  a  contest  over  the  probate  of  a  will  has  been  duly  certi- 

fied into  the  circuit  court,  and  the  proceedings  there  appear  to 
have  been  regular,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  properly  certified 
into  the  orphans  court  and  a  decree  in  conformity  with  the  ver- 
dict entered,  objections  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  tlie  circuit 
judge  and  overruled  by  him,  or  objections  which,  if  raised  at  all, 
ought  to  have  been  raised  in  the  circuit,  are  no  ground  for  re- 
versing the  decree  of  the  orphans  court.     Youmans  v.  Petty,  532 

See  Executors,  7 ;  Injunction,  3 ;  Setting  Aside  Sales,  1 ; 
Usury,  2 ;  Pabties,  3. 

Prerogative. 

See  Mortgage,  1. 

?resuinption. 

See  Cancellation,  2 ;  Legacy,  7 ;  Mobtgaqx,  8. 


2iiia  Timet. 

See  Pleading,  2. 
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Railroads. 

See  Constitution,  1 ;  Corporation,  13-16. 

Batifloation. 

See  Insanity,  3. 

Beoeiver. 

1.  Exceptions  to  a  master's  report  on  the  accounts  of  a  receiver  ap- 
pointed bj  this  court,  involving  his  management  and  disposal  of 
the  trust  property,  and  the  amount  of  his  compensation,  consid- 
ered and  overruled.     WooUey  v.  Cummings  Gar  Workey  432 

See  Corporation,  1-3. 

Reformation  of  Instruments. 

1.  Deed  reformed  bj  striking  out  an  assumption  of  a  mortgage  in- 

serted through  the  mistake  of  the  scrivener,  and  accepted  bj  the 
grantee  in  ignorance  thereof.     CyNeUl  v.  Clark,  444 

2.  Complainant  held  a  mortgage  on  an  undivided  two-thirds  interest 

in  certain  lands,  to  secure  debts  owing  to  him  by  the  two  hold- 
ers of  that  interest.  To  induce  the  owner  of  the  remaining  third 
to  join  in  an  absolute  conveyance  of  the  premises  to  him,  he 
agreed  to  personally  assume  two  prior  mortgages  thereon. — HM, 
that  he  could  not  afWrwards  have  such  assumption  expunged 
from  his  deed,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake,  and  have  such 
deed  declared  to  be  a  mere  security  for  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  two  grantors.     Brown  v.  Bcden,  46^ 

See  Jurisdiction,  5. 

Rules. 

148  and  149,  374 

s. 

Sale  of  Chattels. 

See  Executors,  6 ;  Mortgage,  3. 

Sale  of  Lands. 

1.  A  sale  under  a  decree  obtained  in  this  court  cannot  be  attacked 
collaterally  by  setting  up  that  the  solicitor  who  acknowledged 
service  of  the  subpoena  on  the  party  affected  by  it  in  the  suit  in 
which  the  decree  was  made  had  no  authority  to  do  so,  nor  that 
the  ticket  accompanying  the  subpoena  did  not  apprise  such  party 
of  the  ground  on  which  he  was  made  defendant  to  the  suit. 
Dickhunn  v.  Trenton,  6S 

Bee  Executors,  7,  1 1 ;   Fraudulent  Conveyance,  6 ;  Usury,  5. 
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Setting  Aside  Sales. 

1.  A  sale  under  a  decree  in  chancery  may  be  set  aside,  even  after 

deed  delivered,  by  an  order  made  in  the  original  cause,  either 
for  impropriety  in  the  sale,  or  for  tlie  purpose  of  letting  in  a  de- 
fence to  the  action.     Mat.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sturges,  328- 

2.  A  judgment  creditor  may  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale  of  mortgaged 

premises  when  the  mortgage  was  fraudulently  given  by  the  judg- 
ment debtor  to  protect  his  property,  for  an  amount  greater  than 
he  owed,  and  the  creditor  was  deterred  from  bidding  at  the  sale, 
which  was  under  prior  judgments,  by  the  fact  that  the  amount  of 
the  fraudulent  mortgage,  with  those  judgment*,  amounted  to 
more  than  the  value  of  the  premises.    Benttey  v.  Heintztf  405- 

3.  A  petition  to  set  aside  a  master's  sale  in  partition  was  dismissed, 

where  an  application  to  the  master  to  adjourn  the  sale  was  made 
after  the  sale  had  begun ;  the  price  obtained  for  the  premises  was 
satisfactory;  the  master's  discretion  as  to  selling  nine  lots  in 
gross,  fairly  exercised,  and  the  petitioner  was  in  laches  in  pre- 
senting his  petition.     Thome  v.  Andrews,  457 

4.  A  sheriff's  sale  made  by  virtue  of  process  issuing  out  of  this  court, 

may  be  set  aside  on  petition,  and  without  bill,  even  after  the  sale 
has  been  carried  into  effect  by  the  delivery  of  a  deed.  Mat,  Life 
Ins,  Co.  V.  Ooddard,  482 

5.  A  person  whose  property  has  been  sold  at  judicial  sale,  to  his 

injury,  may  always,  if  he  applies  promptly,  and  is  without  fault, 
have  the  sale  set  aside  upon  showing  that  he  was  prevented  from 
attending  the  sale  by  fraud,  mistake  or  accident.    Id.,  4S2. 

6.  A  sale  made  in  violation  of  a  promise  to  acyoarn  to  a  future  day 

will  be  set  aside.    Id.,  482: 

Sec  Appeal,  1 ;  Lien,  1. 

Set-Off. 

1.  The  vendee  of  land  cannot  claim,  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  a  deduc- 

tion  from  the  mortgage-money,  on  the  ground  that  his  vendor, 
who  was  not  the  mortgagor,  misstated  the  number  of  acres  of  the 
land  conveyed,  and  that  the  vendor  of  such  vendor,  who  was  the 
mortgagee  and  complainant,  when  he  sold  such  lands,  made  a 
similar  misstatement.     Davis  v.  Clark,  579* 

2.  To  authorize  such  deductions,  the  mortgagee  and  the  owner  must 

be  privies  in  contract.    Id ,  579" 

3.  A  sold  a  farm  to  B,  misstating  the  number  of  acres,  taking  a  mort- 

gage for  part  of  consideration.  6  sold,  making  a  similar  mis- 
statement, to  C,  who  assumed  payment  of  the  mortgage. — Held, 
on  a  foreclosure  by  A,  that  C  cuuld  not  set  up  these  facts  in  order 
to  ofiset  his  damages  against  the  mortgage.    Id.,  579* 

Solicitor. 

See  Costs,  1,  5,  7 ;  Sale  of  Lands. 
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L  Great  delmj  in  seeking  relief  is  a  good  bar  to  a  suit  for  specific 

performanoe.    Joknton  el  al.  t.  SomerrUU,  152 

2.  Bixtj  rears'  delay  constitutes  a  bar.     Id^  1-52 

3.  A  soitor  asking  a  court  of  equitr  to  give  bim  tbe  benefit  of  tbe 

exercise  of  its  diseretionary  power,  must  show  a  good  oooscience. 
good  faith  and  reasonable  diligence.     Id.,  152 

A.  Where  there  is  a  convevance  of  land,  voluntary  on  its  fiu»,  made 
bj  a  defendant  in  a  suit  just  before  a  judgment  for  a  laige  sum  is 
rendered  against  him,  which  would  be  a  lien  on  the  land  if  sodi 
oonverance  had  not  been  made,  and  the  evidence  £tils  to  show, 
bj  strong  proof,  that  it  was  made  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  with 
the  vendee  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  will  not  be  enforced. 
TUlotton  V.  Gegmr,  313 

5.  If  the  title  to  land  be  doubtful,  equity  will  not  compel  the  defend- 

ant, in  a  bill  for  specific  performanoe,  to  expose  himself  to  the 
hazard  of  litig^ation.    Jd^  313 

6.  The  specific  performance  of  contracts  is  a  mode  of  redress  grounded 

upon  the  impracticability  or  inadequacy  of  legal  remedies  to 
compensate  for  the  damages  which  the  party  seeking  it  will  suffer 
by  the  default  of  the  other  in  keeping  his  bargain.  Brtncn  t. 
Brovmf  650 

7.  It  18  only  when  the  remedy  at  law  will  not  put  the  party  in   a 

situation  as  beneficial  to  him  as  if  the  agreement  were  speci- 
fically performed  that  equity  will  interfere,    /d.,  650 

8.  "Where  jurisdiction  exists,  the  remedy  is  not  of  right;  the  court 

holds  it  in  judicial  discretion,  controlled  by  principles  of  equity 
and  justice.     Jd.,  650 

9.  The  bargain  or  promise  to  be  enforced,  whether  written  or  verbal, 

must  possess,  in  substance  and  external  form,  the  requisites  of  a 
valid  contract,     /d.,  650 

10.  It  must  have  been  completely  determined  between  the  paKies, 
and  its  terms  definitely  ascertained,     /rf.,  650 

11.  So  long  as  negotiations  are  pending  over  matters  regarded  by  the 
parties  as  material  to  the  contract,  and  until  they  are  settled, 
and  the  minds  of  the  contracting  parties  meet  upon  them,  it  is 
not  a  contnict,  although,  ns  to  some  matters,  they  may  be  agreed. 
Id.,  650 

12.  Where  it  was  sought  to  comi)el  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol 
agreement  to  assign  in  truift,  for  the  benefit  of  the  complain- 
ant and  five  other  creditors,  the  defendant's  interest  under  a 
will,  and  it  appeared  that  at  the  interview  during  which  the 
alleged  parol  agreement  was  entered  into,  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions <»f  the  assignment  were  in  a  measure,  but  not  entirely, 
ascertaine<l  ;  it  being  undei-siood  at  that  fiine  that  the  assignee 
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was  to  pay  the  creditors  first,  and  then  reconvej  the  remainder 
to  the  assignor,  but  as  to  provision  for  the  defendant's  own  sup- 
port out  of  that  interest,  and  his  release  and  discharge  from 
those  creditors'  claims  no  agreement  was  reached  ;  and  after- 
wards the  defendant,  using  a  form  drafted  for  him  by  the  credi- 
tors, containing  such  provision,  prepare<],  signe<i  and  sealed  an 
instrument  of  assignment,  and  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  credi- 
tors omitted  therefrom  all  such  provision,  but  refused  to  deliver 
the  instrument,  on  the  ground  that  such  provision  was  first  to  be 
made,  and  the  creditors  to  release  and  discharge  him  from  their 
demand — Ildd,  that  there  is  no  such  contract  established  be- 
tween the  complainants  and  defendant  as  a  court  of  equity 
can  and  wiJl  perform  by  its  decree.    Jd.,  650 

13.  In  such  case  there  was  no  delivery  of  the  deed  of  assignment, 
and,  therefore,  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained  as  a  proceeding 
to  obtain  possession  of  a  deed  or  muniment  of  title.    Id,,  650 

14.  What  acts  or  words  shall  constitute  a  delivery  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case.     Id.,  650 

15.  A  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed  unless  the  existence 
and  terms  of  the  contract  be  clearly  proved.  If  it  be  reasonably 
doubtful  whether  the  contract  was  finally  closed,  equity  will  not 
interfere.    Id.,  650 

16.  The  proposal  made  by  the  defendant  was,  as  to  all  the  creditors 
named,  an  entirety,  and  was  nut  capable  of  severance.    Id.,  650- 

17.  The  failure  of  a  part  of  the  creditors  to  agree  to  a  condition  em- 
bracing all  would  be  a  total,  not  a  partial,  failure  to  accept  such 
conditions.    Id.,  650 

18.  A  devise  of  rents  arising  out  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  real 
estate,  which  the  exeaitors  were  authorized  and  directed  to 
sell,  is  an  interest  in  lands  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  its 
transfer  must  be  evidenced  by  a  note  or  memorandum  signed 
by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith.    Id.,  650 

19.  In  order  to  enforce  the  performance  of  a  contract  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  on  the  ground  of  part  performance,  (1)  the 
parol  agreement  relied  on  must  be  certain  and  definite  in  its 
terms ;  (2)  the  acts  proved  in  part  performance  must  refer  to, 
result  from,  or  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  proved ; 
(3)  the  agreement  must  have  been  so  far  executed  that  a  refusal 
of  full  execution  would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  party,  and 
place  him  in  a  situation  which  does  not  lie  in  compensation.    Id.^  650 

20.  The  assignment  in  this  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  written 
memorandum  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  because  it  was 
not  delivered.     Id.,  650 

Su  Trusts,  1 ;  Frauds  and  Perju&qs. 
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L  A  thiflg  whidi  k  witbtB  ti»e 

af  modi  wHhin  tihe  ftatnteaf  if  ii 

Sk  Aptkai^S. 
Stetiites  of  Great  Britain. 

St  amd  iS  Oar.  IL,  c.  lO^ 
1  Gto.  FT,,  c  119, 
7  Gto.  IV^  e.  57, 

Statutes  of  Hew  Jersey  (Prirate;. 
Cmindai  Hone  R.  R.  Ccx,       i«^,  ;>.  €40, 
Ceotnl  R.  R.  of  X.  J^  i^47,  ^  ISS, 

OAgui,  Ann,  r^lef  o<;  1S36,  p,  SSO,  179 

New  Jenejr  Midknd  R.  &,  lSll,p.lOSO,  12S 

Ozlbrd  Iroo  Ccx,  P.  L.  1859,^377,  196 

Towo  of  Bergeo,  P.  X.  IS€4,  j^  4tO, 

United  CoiDiMuiiesR.R^        18€9,^102S, 


Statutes  of  New  Jersey  (Public). 

.Ai^ignmenu,                            Ra.  p.  S8,  }  S,  300 

Bet,  p.  ^,  {  5,  361 

.Bw.  p.  S6,  2S9 

Chmnocry,                                  -Bcr.  p.  117,  {  74,  391 

.Bw.  p.  i^-^,  I  i^5,  463 

Bev.  p.  ii7,  {  -^i,  573 
Ber.  p.  lis,  i  76,                                 439,  210 

Bev.  p.  ISO,  {  ^5,  307 

Corpormtiona,                            Bev.  pp.  136,  177,  \  S,  162 

Bev.  p.  i^i,  \  80,  186 

i2«r.  p.  196,  \  lOS,  1.59 

At.  p.  i55,  {  ^5,  161 

Bev.  p.  188,  I  6S,  194 

Co8t8,                                          P.  L.  1879,  p.  lOS,  62 

Evidence,                                  Bev.  p.  378,  \  3,  5 

P.  L.  1880,  p.  52,  5 

Mortgages,                               Bet.  p.  708,  }  32,  449 

iZw.  p.  7(?6,  4o 

P.  Z.  i^?<yO,  p.  255,  437 

Manicipal  Corporations— Bayonne,  i56?5,  p.  J5^;  i^^,  p.  ^9,  130 

1872,  p.  686,  131 

Hoboken,  1859,  p.  433,  28 

Newark,  1868,  p.  i6?^^,  549 

1857,  p.  166,  650 

Rah  way,  1865,  p.  -^5/  i^-f^  p.  476,  402 

Somerville,  i^(?J,  p.  479,  3 
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Statutes  of  New  Jersey  (Public) — OonUnwd, 

Orphans  Court,                        Rev,  p.  777,  {  115,  237 

Rev,  p.  781,  i  129,  250 

i2e».  p,  756,  H  19,  SO,  533 

Rev.  p.  775,  {  105,  621 

Passaic  Drainage,                     t8S8,  p,  1181,  585 

Railroads,                                Rev.  p,  929,  \  101,  166 

Roads,                                      Rev,  p,  1009,  }  70,  276 

Sale  of  Infants'  Lands,            Rev,  p.  1052,  47 

Lands,                        Rev,  p,  IO4O,  631 

State,                                        Rev.  p.  122$,  45 

Taxes,                                      1879,  p,  S40,  416 

Title,                                       Rev,  p.  1189,  549 

Trustees,                                  Rev.  p,  1224,  {  i|  27 

Sureties. 

/Sm  Executobs,  2. 


1.  It  is  a  nniversal  principle  that  a  purchase,  at  a  tax  sale  by  one     • 

whose  duty  it  was  to  pay  the  taxes,  shall  operate  only  as  an  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  tax.  One  man  can  acquire  no  rights  against 
another  by  a  neglect  of  a  duty  which  he  owes  to  the  other.  Foley 
V.  Kirk,  171 

2.  The  provision  of  the  act  of  1879  (P.  JL  of  1879  p.  34O)  that  taxes 

thereafter  assessed  should  be  a  lien  on  the  premises  paramount 
to  any  alienation  &c.  thereof,  makes  such  lien  prior  to  that  of  a 
mortgage  on  the  lands  given  before  1879,  and  is  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature.    Lydecker  v.  Po/isode  Land  Co,,  415 

/SSse  Municipal  Corpobatioit,  2;  Ububt,  3. 

Tenant  for  Life. 
Sie  Waste. 

Tender. 

A  judgment  creditor  of  a  mortgagor,  who  had  been  made  a  party 
defendant  to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  (a  prior  lien  on  the 
premises),  before  answering,  and  with  intent  to  redeem  the  mort- 
gage, tendered  the  complainant  the  amount  due  thereon,  together 
with  the  accrued  interest  and  taxed  costs,  which  he,  without  ob- 
jecting to  the  amount  of  costs,  refused  to  accept — Held,  that  his 
conduct  was  obstructive  and  vexatious,  and  that  he  must  pay 
the  costs  of  a  cross-suit  to  redeem,  although  it  appeared  that  the 
costs  of  notice  to  an  absent  defendant  in  the  foreclosure  suit  were 
unknown  to  the  clerk,  and  had  not  been  taxed  or  tendered.  The 
judgment  creditor,  however,  was  decreed  to  pay  those  costs. 
Hendee  v.  Howe^  92 


^ 
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Time. 

See  AssiONMENT,  1 ;  Jurisdictiox,  4 ;  Lachsb. 

Title. 

See  Specific  Performance,  6 ;  Taxes,  1 ;  Trusts,  1. 

Trusts.  '^ 

1.  A  trust  to  sell  or  improve  lands ;  to  invest  and  re-inyest  the  pro- 

ceeds; to  collect  rents  and  income;  to  pay  taxes,  assesimientB, 
commisBiDtis,  and  other  annual  expenses  and  chaiges;  to  pay 
over  the  net  income,  and  to  di  vide  *he  estate,  vests  a  fee  simple 
title  in  the  designated  trustees,  not  .  inited  to  the  lifetime  of  the 
donor's  children,  which  trust  descei  ds  to  the  heir  at  common 
law,  the  eldest  son  of  the  survivor  of  the  trustees,  and  his  con- 
tract to  sell  lands  of  the  estate  ma}  be  specifically  enforced. 
Zabrishie  v.  MoitIs  and  Essex  R.  R,  Oo.\  22 

2.  A  valid  trust  of  personal  property  may  be  created  by  mere  spoken 

words,  and  proved  by  parol  evidence.    Danser  v.  Wcurwick,  133- 

3.  A  valid  trust  of  a  mortgage  debt  may  be  created  by  parol,  for 
«  though  a  trust  thus  created  will  not  pass  any  intereM  in  the  land 

held  in  pledge,  yet  it  is  good  as  to  the  debt,  and  will  entitle  the 
cestui  que  trust  to  the  payment  of  his  debt  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  the  land.    Id,,  133^ 

4.  A  resulting  trust  in  lands  claimed  from  the  payment  of  the  pur- 

chase-money thereof,  either  by  the  complainant  alone  or  in  com- 
mon with  others,  will  not  be  raised  against  the  consideration 
clause  of  the  deed,  and  after  great  delay  on  complainant's  part, 
except  by  clear  proof.    McKeown  v.  McKeown,  384 

5.  A  trustee  was,  by  a  will,  clothed  with  extensive  discretionary  pow- 

ers, and  there  was  no  provision  for  succession  in  the  trust  in  case 
of  his  failure  to  act.  He  died. — Heldf  that  this  court  would  exe- 
cute the  trust  through  a  successor  to  be  appointed  by  it,  and  by 
substituting  equitable  rules  in  the  place  of  arbitrary  power.  Wei- 
land  V.  Toumsendj  39S 

See  Corporation,  7 ;  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 


u. 


Ultra  Vires. 

See  Corporation,  4-6 ;  Lien,  1. 


Undue  Influence. 

1.  The  question  whether  an  act  is  the  product  of  midue  influence  or 
not,  must  always  be  largely  controlled  by  the  state  of  health  and 
condition  of  mind  of  the  person  allied  to  have  been  miduly 
influenced.    Haydock  v.  Haydocky  494 
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Undue  Influence — Qmtinv^. 

2.  Whatever  destroys  free  agency,  and  constrains  a  person  to  do  what 

is  against  his  will,  and  what  he  would  not  do  if  left  to  himself,  is 
undne  influence,  whether  the  control  be  exercised  by  physical 
foi  threats,  importunity  or  any  other  species  of  mental  or 
phj  ical  coercion.    Id.,  494 

3.  Undtie  influence  is  not  measured  by  degree  or  extent,  but  by  its 

effect ;  if  it  is  sufficient  to  destroy  free  agency,  it  is  undue,  even 
if  it  is  slight.    Id.,  494 

5fec  Wills,  2,  4.  '  ' 

Usury. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  the  mere  equity  of  redemption,  in  premises  cov- 

ered by  a  usurious  mortgage,  who  purchases  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage,  cannot  set  up  usury  as  a  defence.  PinneU  v. 
Boyd,  190 

2.  Usury  may  be  set  up  by  the  owners  of  the  premises  and  by  subse- 

quent encumbrances,  under  the  petition  of  the  holder  of  a  mort- 
gage for  the  surplus  money  remaining  in  this  court  after  satisfy- 
ing prior  mortgages.    Hutchinson  v.  Abbott,  379 

3.  A  promise  by  one  of  the  mortgagors  to  the  assignee,  made  after  the 

assignment,  to  pay  the  interest  on  such  mortgage  promptly,  does 
not  estop  him  from  setting  up  usury  in  the  principal  or  in  the 
interest  previously  paid ;  nor  does  a  claim  by  one  of  the  mort- 
gagors, to  have  the  full  amount  of  such  mortgage  deducted  by 
the  assessor  from  the  taxes  on  the  premises,  amount  to  an  estop- 
pel.   Id,,  379 

4.  A  mortgage  was  given  in  1871,  to  a  partnership  firm,  payable  in 

ten  years.  In  1875  the  firm  assigned  it  to  the  complainant,  as 
collateral  security  for  their  note. — Held,  that  usury,  taken  by  the 
complainant  from  the  partners  on  their  note,  could  not  be  set  up 
as  a  defence  by  the  mortgagor  on  foreclosure.    Stevens  v.-  Beeves,    427 

5.  Where  the  mortgagor  and  the  second  mortgagee  have  a  right  to 

set  up  the  defence  of  usury  against  tho  first  mortgage,  a  sherifi] 
selling  the  land  on  foreclosure  of  the  secofad  mortgage,  does  not, 
by  conveying  subject  to  the  first  mortgage,  deprive  the  purchaser 
of  the  right  to  set  up  the  same  defence.  The  sheriff  has  no 
power  to  waive  the  usury.    PinneU  v.  Boyd,  600 


V. 

Vendor  and  Vendee. 

See  Fraudulent  Conveyance,  4 ;  Set-Opp  ;  Specitic  Perform- 
ance. 
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W. 
Waiver. 

See  AoEMT,  1 ;  Cobfobatjon,  12 ;  Ububy,  8^  5. 

Waste. 

1.  A  life  tenatit  has  a  right  to  use  a  mine  for  his  own  profit  where- 

the  owner  of  the  fee,  in  his  lifetime^  opened  it,  even  though  he 
maj  have  discontinued  work  upon  it  for  a  long  period  of  jean. 
A  mere  cessation  of  work,  for  however  long  a  period,  will  not 
defeat  the  life  tenant's  right,  but  an  abandonment  for  a  day,  with 
an  executed  intention  to  devote  the  land  to  some  other  use, 
will  be  &tal  to  the  claim  of  the  life  estate.  Oainea  v.  Oreen  Ptmd 
Iron  Mining  Co,,  603^ 

2.  New  shafts  may  be  sunk  upon  veins  of  ore  which  had  been  opened. 

Wills. 

1.  A  testator  was  eighty-two  years  old  in  1873^  when  he  made  his  wilL 

— Hdd,  that  if  it  be  conceded  that  he  was  miserly,  squalid,  dishon- 
est, profane  and  irascible ;  that  he  canceled  a  codicil  to  his  will 
merely  because  he  believed  the  beneficiary  named  therein,  who 
was  not  a  relation,  was  insincere  towards  him ;  that,  in  1860,  he 
revoked  a  trust  deed  in  the  nature  of  a  testamentary  disposition 
of  his  property  (it  appearing  that  he  believed  that  he  had,  by 
its  provisions,  retained  power  to  do  so) ;  that,  in  1867,  he  re- 
voked an  absolute  gift  of  certain  stocks ;  and  that  he  gave  the 
bulk  of  his  estate  to  his  executors  in  trust  to  reduce  the  debt  in- 
curred by  the  United  States  in  subduing  the  rebellion — he  hav- 
ing no  legitimate  kindred  who  might,  by  the  creation  and  ex- 
ecution of  such  trust,  be  disinherited  or  disappointed  in  their 
natural  expectations — those  things  did  not  establish  testamentary 
incapacity.    Lewu^s  Casey  219' 

2.  The  evidence  in  this  case — Held,  to  show  testamentary  capacity  on 

the  part  of  a  testatrix  eighty-one  years  old,  and  that  no  undue 
influence  had  been  exerted  over  her  by  her  daughter,  with  whom 
she  and  her  husband  had  lived  for  more  than  twenty-two  years, 
although  such  daughter  received,  by  the  will,  a  larger  share  of 
the  estate  than  her  sisters,  and  notwithstanding  such  daughter 
and  her  husband  had  received  compensation  for  taking  care  of 
testatrix's  husband,  who  died  before  testatrix,  from  his  estate. 
Kiae  v.  Heath,  239 

3.  The  testamentary  capacity  of  a  testatrix  who  executed  her  will  in 

the  later  stages  of  pulmonary  consumption,  established  against 
the  hypothetical  opinions  of  experts  as  to  the  effect,  upon  the 
mind,  of  the  medicines  usually  employed  in  such  cases.  An^ 
drews's  Case,  514 


*  V. 
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4.  The  charge  of  nndae  influence  exerted  on  testatrix  bj  her  mother, 

her  sole  legatee  and  execntrlx,  held  not  to  be  sustained,  it  ap- 
pearing that  testatrix  had  been  obliged,  by  her  husband's  crueltj, 
to  leave  him  and  return  to  her  parent's  house ;  and  that  testa-  * 
trix  also  desired  her  mother  to  have  the  care  and  custody  of  her 
infant,  in  preference  to  its  father.    Id.,  514- 

5.  The  testamentary  capacity  of  a  testatrix  eighty-three  years  of  age 

when  her  will  was  executed,  who  mentioned  twenty  of  her  in- 
tended legatees  to  her  scrivener,  and  noted  the  omission  of  one 
of  them  when  he  read  the  will  over  to  her,  supported  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  surviving  attesting  witness  and  scrivener  of  hex 
will,  and  by  her  physician-  and  other  witnesses,  established, 
although  her  forgetfulness  in  regard  to  some  minor  matters  was 
shown,  and  it  appeared  that  she  had  made  an  unjust  and  unfounded 
accusation  against  a  person  who,  however,  had  no  natural  claims 
upon  her  bounty.    Merrill  v.  Hush,  537 

See  Goers,  6-7;  Practice,  2. 

Words. 

"  Exhibiting,"  EUieon  y.  Linddey,  260 

"  Presenting,"  Id.,  26<V 

"  Similar  cases/'  Smith  y.  Newark,  551 
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